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A PRELIMINARY EPISTLE. 


To the Remnant of Judah and Israel resident in 
England. 


MEN or ISRAEL, 


The Lord's dealings with your fathers 
down to the time of His glorious deliverance of your 
nation out of Egypt are briefly considered in this 
work, and the historical truth of the Sacred Record 
is vindicated from some attempts of modern un- 
believers. The subject specially concerns you, and 
while it is of interest for all, to you I specially com- 
mend it. Receive it, 1 pray you, in faith of that 
greater and more glorious deliverance which yet 
awaits you out of all lands into which your people 
have been scattered, and that glorious reconstitution 
of Israel under the Messiah, which is promised 
according to the word of the Lord. The appointed 
measure of time is fulfilled, The times of the Gen- 
tiles have run their course. Intreat the Lord that 
now at length He may have mercy, and be favourable 
to His ancient people; and do you, on your part, 
break off your sin and unbelief, that these may not 
frustrate His gracious and declared purpose towards 
you. i | 
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Though you have not recognized your King, yet as 
a conqueror He hath subdued the world, and that not 
by your swords, but by the word which proceedeth 
out of His mouth, and by the Divine grace and 
majesty of His person and character. He hath made 
your prophets honoured in every land. The law of 
' the Ten Commandments, delivered to your fathers 
upon Mount Sinai, has through Him been placed at 
the basis of the law of England. The reflected 
lustre of His person upon those related to Him, and 
upon your race, has even so dazzled many, that it 
has been remarked not without ground by one of 
your own nation that one half of Europe worships a 
Jewess as queen of heaven. But that extravagant 
and idolatrous homage into which the children of 
idolators have fallen, while it affords a proof of how 
the house of David has been exalted in their eyes, 
receives no countenance from the teaching of your 
Messiah. As for us, we worship not man, but God. 
Even in your Messiah, the Saviour of the world, we 
worship not man, but God manifested in and by Hin, 
as in the living Head of His believing people, as in 
the living ark of His presence having the Shekinah 
of His glory, as in the living temple of His indwelling 
in true human nature, through whom He is united to 
us also. For God doth not dwell apart from the 
world which He hath created, but in communication 
with man. Nor is the glorious unity of the Divine 
Being a barren and unfruitful unity, like that pos- 
sessed only by the first numeral cypher, but most 
fruitful, forming the bond of unity to His people, 
and binding us together in one body, one living 
temple, He dwelling 1n us and we in Him. We may 
expect therefore that in His own Divine Being there 
is to be found the ultima ratio of that unity in 
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plurality, of which the practical manifestation is 
found abundantly in the creation, and even in each 
of us, whose life is complex yet one. A deep and 
awful mystery is God, whose very Name is not lightly 
to be pronounced. And most highly is that principle 
manifested in Him who is the only begotten Son, the 
Head of the redeemed, and the Centre of our spiritual 
life. For we recognize in Jesus, whom your fathers 
rejected and crucified, the true Son of David, your 
true King; and in Him we accept your King as ours. 
Thus, though crucified by your ancestors, He is the 
Conqueror of the world; for God raised Him from 
the dead and exalted Him to His righthand. These 
conquests are a testimony to you that He liveth; 
proofs of living energy, and of Divine power and 
grace. By Him your Scriptures have been made to 
us as household words, and the ancient annals of 
your race are lisped even by our children. What 
conqueror ever so subdued mankind? And shall He 
continue to be rejected and despised by you, His own 
countrymen and lawful subjects ? 

In His name I invite you to lay aside old prejudices 
and to consider these things; that when He appears 
in glory, and when His Divine power is about to be 
put forth for your deliverance and national reconsti- 
tution, you reject Him not again, nor prefer again 
some vain pretender, a Barabbas or some false 
Messiah, in His place. I here commend to you, not 
only the vindication of some parts of your ancient 
history against modern unbelief, but also demon- 
strable evidence that some grounds of your own un- 
belief in the Lord Jesus, as far as these depend on 
the chronology which your Rabbis hold, fail, and 
much need your reconsideration. 

As a servant of your King, bound to you by the 
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ties of His love, I address you as still heirs of the 
. promises made of God unto the fathers, in confidence 
that when the veil is removed from your hearts, a 
glorious destiny awaits you, a destiny of high place 
and honour for God's service, and of blessing to the 
world. Even to the Christian Church, now too 
extensively corrupted and debased, your return to 
duty to your own true Messiah is predicted to be 
“as life from the dead.” 

Let me hail you as brethren! The promise made 
to Abraham that he should be “a father of many 
nations,” and that ‘in him all kindreds of the earth 
should be blessed,” has been verified in Abraham’s 
Seed your glorious Messiah, given not to be yours 
exclusively, but also, as your prophets foretold, “ a 
light to the Gentiles, that He might be God's salva- 
tion unto the ends of the earth." The exclusiveness 
of the old dispensation has been long broken down, 
and that by your national act. For consider what 
consequences are involved in a national act of 
regicide. In the person of the rightful king the 
law and constitution are represented. He, of right, 
is the law's executive power. Thus the Lord's 
Anointed, your King, represented in His person your 
law and constitution; and, by the regicidal act of 
your ancestors, the national law and constitution, 
were in His person taken and nailed to the cross. 
The moral and spiritual principles of the law con- 
tinued: but its executive, together with the penalties 
by which it was nationally enforced, were disannulled 
and taken away, and rendered dead letter. This is 
not the only nor the principal aspect of the death 
of the Messiah: He died as King, the representative 
of all His people, as the Son of Man, the representa- 
tive of mankind, making by His death an atonement 
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and sacrifice on behalf of all; and the results of His 
crucifixion have fulfilled and are fulfilling His predic- 
tion, “I, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw 
all men unto Me." But the aspect of it which I 
have presented is one which peculiarly affects you 
nationally, and has an important bearing on your 
law. By the resurrection of Christ, your King, its 
moral and spiritual principles were sustained and : 
revived in their preceptive obligation; but it was 
not revived in its condemning power and penalty, or 
in its exclusive national force and privilege, or in the 
enàctments subservient to these. Has not history 
substantiated this fact? And can you complain of 
it? But yet the gifts and calling of God are without 
repentance on His part. He is not unmindful of His 
covenant with your fathers. Though the door of 
grace is no longer closed against any, yet to you, 
who are Abraham’s by natural descent, some pro- 
mises are special. May the Lord graciously confirm 
these to you, and qualify you by repentance and 
faith to be speedily made partakers of them! The 
land of your fathers, promised of old to Abraham 
and his posterity, has that guarantee from God of 
your eventual possession ; and amid the tottering of 
the Mohammedan power, and the rival ambitions of 
earthly potentates, that solution in part awaits the 
questions of the east, to be sought not by violence, 
but from the Word of God, and from the agreement 
of Christians, to fix a barrier thereby to mutual en- 
croachments, and to cause to inherit the waste heri- 
tages, to repair the desolations of many generations. 

And you at least have not forgotten that God con- 
cerns Himself not merely with men individually, but 
with the nation. Human society cannot be a mere 
congeries of independent units, like a rope of sand. 
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Nations have their corporate duties and responsi- 
bilities ; and government, to be a blessing to man- 
kind, must be from above, not from beneath. 
Government is for the administration of justice and 
truth ; and the mere popular will can neither make 
nor unmake one particle of truth or justice. Itisa 
lie against the living and Almighty God, to say that 
the people are the source of all legitimate power. 
For the blessing of mankind, what is to be desired 
is not ** the rule of the least competent." 

THE MORAL, THE SPIRITUAL, THE DIVINE IN MAN MUST 
RULE; not the numerical force of the mere physical 
and arbitrary, not cunning craftiness and selfish 
scheming, or the volubility of the reckless and 
empirical, and of such as despise even the oath of 
the Lord. Mammon too has had his day of disastrous 
rule, and is found wanting. There are other princi- 
ples worthy to be taken account of besides those of 
the wealth of nations. LET IT BE KNOWN AND PRO- 
CLAIMED THAT THE LoRD GOD OMNIPOTENT REIGNETH ! 
The hour is on the wing when that proclamation 
will be accepted not as mere breath; and when it 
will be felt and confessed that no other kingdom is 
henceforth possible to be established and to endure 
upon this earth, but THE KINGDOM OF GoD. 

As a humble servant and messenger of the Lord 
Jesus Curist, I do hereby proclaim Him Kine or 
KINGS AND LORD OF LORDS, SUPREME IN THE STATE AS 
WELL AS IN THE CHURCH, and thereto have set, with 
my hand, my heart’s inmost prayer. 


In faith of His coming glory, 
I am, Men and Brethren, 
Your Servant for His sake, 


W. B. GALLOWAY. 
Feb. 9, 1869. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


NATURE AND IMPORTANCE OF THE ‘QUESTION TO BE CON- 
SIDERED ; WITH NOTICE OF THE LEADING SOURCES OF IN- 
FORMATION AND MISINFORMATION AS TO THE MANETHONIAN 
CHRONOLOGY OF EGYPT. | 


T interest of a question relating to the early 


history and development of mankind, while it is ` 


considerable in itself, is enhanced when it involves 
results, not only of antiquarian curiosity, but of 
immediate concern to the present and future well- 
being of man. And in regard to the subject of the 
following pages, that is peculiarly the case, since it 
stands connected with the credit to be given to the 
sacred history, and with the consequent stability or 
instability of faith. | 

On this ground, indeed, the investigation of the 
subject. here undertaken has become highly neces- 
sary. The infidelity which in the present day is 
sapping the foundations of religion, and diminishing 
the confidence even of many professed believers in 
the truth of the Holy Scriptures, is such as cannot 
be turned aside by arguments of a general and 


popular description, nor stopped by authoritative | 


decision. It proceeds upon learned and critical 

grounds, and can be satisfactorily dealt with only 

by thorough and searching investigation. That 
© B 
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treatment of it may not indeed be adapted to the 
taste which inclines towards whatever requires least 
effort of thought, and cares only for Christianity 
made easy : but the most practical and popular zeal 
is not independent of the solidity and accuracy of 

knowledge in the truth ; and even the most simple- 
minded piety may now occasionally pause, to ask 
with the prophet, ** O my Lord, what shall the end 
of these things be?” We may be energetically pro- 
moting good works, building churches, extending 
the offices of religion; but in the mean while it is 
becoming a more and more serious inquiry, by 
whom, in a few years, these churches shall be oecu- 
pied; what the doctrines taught in them; and what 
the faith of the worshippers. The silent progress 
of an assuming criticism is tincturing some of the 
future clergy and educated laity with doubt or infi- 
delity; while, on the other hand, there are those 
who are disposed to see no refuge from infidelity, 
except in submission to the Papal pretence of infal- 
libility.—which is but another and more organized 
form of the same thing, amounting, in the end, to 
the opinion that truth is nothing in itself, but can 
be made or unmade at the dictum of the Pope. 
With the experience before us of long ages of 
miserable error and delusion, we dare not indolently 
trust the truth to take care of itself, without atten- 
tion and duty on our part; and in various depart- 
ments of it zealous and able writers have accord- 
ingly stood forward to meet the growing scepticism ; 
but their learned labours have left much to be ac- 
complished, and most of all in the range of subject 
which is here taken up. 

The deadliest form of infidel attack which has 
yet arisen is that which is based on the union of 
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German rationalistic criticism with Egyptological 
studies. By this an attempt is made to overthrow 
the Scripture history, and to fix upon it a demon- 
stration of its falsity, from the parallel history and 
monuments of Egypt. It is not negative, but posi- 
tive, laboriously occupied in the endeavour to esta- 
blish a contrary truth. Against this any mere 
general invective were altogether out of place. It 
may be that there are many earnest and sincere 
minds entangled in the difficulties of the subject ; 
and as the doubts of the Apostle Thomas were per- 
mitted and overruled for the more confirmation of 
our faith, it need not be questioned that a similar 
result will be ordained by the Divine Providence 
from the present scepticism. Let it not be dealt 
with in an unkindly spirit, but with a just conformity 
to the spirit of the Collect used on St. Thomas’s 
Day. 

Recent hieroglyphical and monumental preten- 
sions in support of a chronology irreconcilably at 
variance with Scripture resolve themselves chiefly 
into Dr. Lepsius and the fabricated pseudo-Mane- 
thonian succession of dynasties. As this is desirable 
to be generally known, in order to a full perception 
of the importance of the subject of investigation in 
the present work, it is proper that the fact should 
appear as one generally accepted, and especially so 
by the Egyptologists. Now the general acceptance 
of Dr. Lepsius by the scientific as an authority in 
this department is well known, and he has main- 
tained that position for some time. ‘“ All that 
relates to Egyptian chronology and history," says 
Baron Humboldt in his ** Cosmos," **and which is 
distinguished in the text by marks of quotation, 1s 
based on manuscript communications which I re- 
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ceived from my friend Professor Lepsius, in March, 
1846'." But the special acceptance of the same 
authority by the Egyptologists 1s of importance to 
our argument. For this reason, the words of one of 
the most advanced of them, with whom I had some 
personal acquaintance, long resident as American 
Consul at Cairo, and known as the author of several 
learned works in this department, may here be 
cited; and the rather because the opinions of Dr. 
Lepsius, coupled with the opportunities of his cor- 
respondence, seem to have exercised that disastrous 
influence upon the faith of my former friend which 
is but too apparent between his earlier’ and later 
works; an influence which followed him, it is feared, 
to his grave, and which I allude to with sorrow and 
with tenderness. 

* So various and unforeseen," says the late Mr. 
Ghddon, ** were the victorious achievements effected 
in the year 1848 by the Prussian Scientific Mission 
among the pyramids from Memphis to the Laby- 
rinth, so completely have they revolutionized all 
preceding judgments upon Nilotic antiquity, that 
we must pause to indicate how they originated, and 
where they are to be found. 

* Chevalier Richard Lepsius, long celebrated as 


1 « Cosmos,” vol. ii. part ii. sect. 2, Principal Momenta, &c., note. 

* In 1843 Mr. Gliddon wrote, * The Septuagint Version, and 
the venerable array of orthodox Churchmen who support the 
latter's computation, permit us to place the deluge somewhere 
about 3200 s.c. By which arrangement we attain a period of 
thirty-two centuries, and one that gives us ‘ample room and verge 
enough’ to reconstruct the history of ancient Egypt, founded 
upon the results of hieroglyphical interpretations, and corroborated 
by authorities sacred and profane.” Ancient Egypt: a Series of 
Chapters on Early Egyptian History, Archaeology, &c. New York, 
1843, p. 37. 
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Corresponding Secretary of the Institute of Archeo- 
logical Correspondence at Rome, directed his studies 
into Egyptology soon after the publication of a prize 
essay, that placed him in the front rank of linguistical 


scholarship, in 1834. A Lettre à M. le Prof. Hippo- | 


lite Rosellini, sur Alphabet Hiéroglyphique, 1837, 
next announced to the world of science that the 
loss of the illustrious Champollion had but momen- 
tarily arrested the onward march of his disciples. 
The return of Perring from Egypt, after his inde- 
fatigable exploration of thirty-nine pyramids, ren- 
dered the fact generally known, that, immense as 
had been his own successes, the Necropolis of Mem- 
phis had, notwithstanding, scarcely begun to yield 
up its historical treasures. French and Tuscan 
national, with English private enterprise, had been 
rewarded in the valley of the Nile by victories over 
past time as noble as they were scientific. It re- 
mained for Frederick Wiliam IV. of Prussia to 
give full scope to the hitherto pent-up yearnings of 
Germany towards Egyptian discovery; and upon 
Lepsius, in 1842, naturally fell the mantles of his 
predecessors $.” | 

Similar testimony may abundantly be found in 
the Chevalier Bunsen’s work on Egypt, and a simi- 
larly disastrous influence, though not to an equal 
degree, appears to have been gradually produced on 
his faith. 

The Bunsen of “‘ Egypt’s Place in Universal His- 
tory” is no longer of quite the same genial though 
speculative spirit which meets us in his earlier works. 
Between him and Lepsius, no doubt, the speculative 


2 “ Types of Mankind ; or, Ethnological Researches.” By J.C. 
Nott, M.D., and Geo. R. Gliddon. Philadelphia, 1855, p. 673. 
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influence must have been reciprocal; but so far as 
concerns the attempt to fasten those speculations 
upon the monuments of Egypt, Lepsius 18 the autho- 
rity. “‘ Champollion and Rosellin?’s restorations,” 
Bunsen tells us, ‘‘ were manifestly quite wrong *.” 

Let us, then, advert to Dr. Lepsius’s own testi- 
mony. ‘“ In spite of numerous writings upon Egyp- 
tian Mythology," says he, “it has nevertheless been 
hitherto deficient in a fixed monumental basis. In 
the Temple at Thebes we beheld a series of repre- 
sentations whose meaning had not hitherto been 
recognized, and which seem to me to afford entirely 
new conclusions for the correct comprehension and 
development of Egyptian Mythology. The series of 
the first arrangement of the gods mentioned by 
Herodotus and Manetho, which in modern investiga- 
tions has been differently arranged in its details by 
all scholars, is at length placed beyond all doubt, 
and certainly differs in all essential points from what 
has been hitherto every where adopted” (p. 27). 

In regard to increased chronological knowledge 
obtained concerning the monuments, he says, 
* For the first time we were able to pursue all its 
branches during the old Egyptian monarchy, pre- 
vious to the invasion of the Hycsos, and accordingly 
to extend both it, and the history of Egypt, about 
Sixteen centuries further back, and some tens of 
years lower down in time" (p. 28). 

All the alleged monumental evidence to the elon- 
gated chronology, which he follows, 1s therefore con- 
fessed to depend on Dr. Lepsius's interpretations 
of the inscriptions; and, as it is not in our province 
to deal with the details of hieroglyphical interpreta- 


* * Egypt's Place in Universal History," vol. ii. p. 539. 
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tion, we must take its value partly according to 
what we observe of his fairness or unfairness in the 
treatment of such evidence as all can judge of’; and 
partly according to his own account of the new 
monumental light which he had obtained. Respect- 
ing the latter, the following is his statement :— 

* With the exception of a few individual points, 
my restoration,’ says he, **of the Manethonic 
Chronology was principally determined before my 
journey to Egypt." Place this in connexion with 
what he says again: “ We therefore believe that by 
a new path, namely, the Manethonic Chronology, we 
have found. the KEY to the relative portions of time in 
the Old Testament, so far as these are connected with 
Egypt; and in an inverse manner we may now 
consider the agreement that subsists between the 
chronology of the Hebrew history (both the true 
chronology represented in the genealogies, and the 
false one which was afterwards erroneously adopted), 
and the Egyptian numbers upon which the chrono- 
logy was originally founded, to be indeed strongly 
confirmatory of the authenticity of these last as 


they appear according to.our restoration of them" 


(p. 490). 


Here then we have the key to those remarkable 


discoveries of his in Chronology. The monuments 
of Egypt are made to speak Dr. Lepsius’s supposed 
restoration of Manetho’s dynasties, which he had 
framed before he set foot on the Egyptian shore. 
Voiceless, mysterious, and awful, amid the sublime 
silence of the deserted ruins, yet at the wand of the 
enchanter they hft up their voice, and give solemn 
utterance to the stupendous and magnificent pseudo- 


5 Note E at the end of this volume. 
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myth of the three thousand five hundred and fifty- 
five years of the Egyptian monarchy prior to the 
last Persian conquest of Egypt in the reign of Ochus! 
It reminds me of the mystic wonder performed by a 
celebrated ventriloquist, who, stopping an honest 
Leith fisherwoman one morning, to look at the con- 
tents of her basket, was assured by her that they 
were very fresh, caught that very morning; on 
which one of the fish, with a strong asseveration 
and broad Scotch accent, asserted, on behalf of him- 
self and his comrades, a much remoter. date for 
that event. Indubitable evidence! We need not, in 
the present case, imitate the consternation of the 
honest woman in hastily abandoning the basket and 
its contents, attmbuting the occurrence to a very 
evil power; for we know that it is only Dr. Lepsius ; 
and it will be to the satisfaction of our readers that 
we know it thus from his own testimony. What 
the monuments should speak was, except individual 
points, settled by him before he went to Egypt. It 
is not necessary, therefore, for all men to go to 
Egypt in order to be on a par with him as to his 
principal key of knowledge. 

Baron Bunsen has frankly avowed that any sup- 
posed dates which exist on the monuments are to be 
declared erroneous whenever they do not agree with 
the theory of the Egyptologists. **Iindividually," 
says he, '' persist in believing that the Egyptian 
monuments contain chronological notations, but 
that we do not yet understand them sufficiently to 
build any system upon representations of so pro- 


blematical a character ^.” This was written in May, 


* * Egypt's Place in Universal History," Cottrell’s Authorized 
Translation, vol. ii. pref. p. xii. 


Wd 
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1854, after Lepsius's expedition and researches, and 
by Lepsius's.intimate friend. — Again, ** There are," 
he says, quoting Lepsius, “ official documents con- 
taining notations of months or days, which cannot 
be correct; and such blunders must be attributed to 
the workmen or painters employed. For instance, 
it is notorious that the Rosetta stone, though con- 
taining an official text engraved on granite, has a 
wrong date, owing to one sign being used instead of 
another. There are indeed official monuments of 
the best Pharaonic times on which these blunders 
occur.” ‘A blunder in the notation of the month 
in monuments of the new empire is easily detected, 
and as easily corrected. It would make a difference 
of 120 years in the cycle." ‘A blunder of this 
kind would be caused by the simple difference of 
a stroke more or a stroke less. If, therefore, by 
assuming it to be a blunder, we are relieved from an 
impossibility, and brought within the period pre- 
viously known, we may confidently adopt it.” 
** The representations of star-risings on the ceilings 
are evidently of a decorative character, and they 
frequently contain the grossest blunders, whole 
months being left out for want of space even in the 
very centre of them. Some indeed of these repre- 
sentations of constellations bear the names of dif- 
ferent kings, though the rising of Sirius is perfectly 
identical'." In short the monuments must speak, 
hke Manetho, with Dr. Lepsius's voice. When they 
do, they are irrefragable; when they do not, they 
must be corrected; a few hundred years are put 
right by a stroke or two. They are charged with 
the grossest blunders if they differ from Baron 


7 “ Egypt's Place in Universal History," vol. iii. pp. xiv, xv. 
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Bunsen or Dr. Lepsius; but if the Scriptures differ 
from these monuments, the word of God is held 
less trustworthy ! 

Manifestly the first inquiry here is as to what the 
chronology of Manetho really was. If an erroneous 
view be taken of this, the application of it to the 
monuments cannot bring out a true result; and the 
late Sir George Cornewall Lewis has very justly 
placed before the bar of common sense the flexible 
and arbitrary nature of modern hieroglyphical inter- 
pretation *®. Sir George had under review the best 
achievements of the most celebrated students of 
hieroglyphics, including the hieroglyphical voca- 
bulary of Bunsen in the first volume of his work on 
Egypt. Mr. Birch has since added, in the fifth 
volume, published in the present year, a more 
copious extension of the vocabulary ; but there is 
not yet any reason to suppose that it would have 
materially affected the grounds of Sir George's judg- 
ment, and certainly not that it would have reversed 
it; for the former vocabulary of Bunsen, which he 
had before him, was also arranged by Mr. Birch, on 
whose erudition and assiduous labour in it Sir 
George passes a high encomium?. My friend Mr. 
Reginald Stewart Poole, who in this department 
had early in hfe the highest advantages from resi- 
dence in Egypt, enjoying the society and instruction 
of men of the highest qualifications, published in 
1851 the result of an investigation of the Egyptian 
chronology based on his own personal hieroglyphical 
studies on the spot', in which he received the dis- 
tinguished approval and concurrence of Sir Gardener 


* «* Astronomy of the Ancients,” pp. 377—396, published in 
1862. * Ibid. p. 384, note. 
! “Hore Agyptiace.” Murray. 
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Wilkinson, of whom Bunsen appropriately speaks as 
one of the Nestors of Egyptian research. That 
result was professedly in general agreement with 
the Septuagint chronology. But, with the tran- 
scendent light of Dr. Lepsius, it has appeared to 
the author of a later work already referred to, and 
to the whole school whom he represents and abun- 
dantly quotes, that Mr. Poole, and Sir Gardener 
Wilkinson with him, had egregiously erred in their 
interpretation of hieroglyphics, nay, in a degree 
* unpardonable in the existing state of Egyptian 
hierology.” And who then is to decide? or what 
stronger illustration could be given to the judgment 
of Sir George Cornewall Lewis, of the flexible and 
arbitrary nature of hieroglyphical interpretation ? 
The fluctuating uncertainty of the conclusions based 
on it is indeed too much akin to the contradictory 
evidence of scientific experts in courts of justice. 
But while not attempting to judge of hierogly- 
phics, we may set much upon the evidence of the 
learned Alexandrian contemporaries of Manetho, 
among whom it will be remembered were those who 
translated the Pentateuch ; and somewhat also upon 
Moses, who was skilled in all the learning of the 
Egyptians. 

Now the copy of the alleged Manethonian succes- 
sion of dynasties on which most reliance has been 
placed by the Egyptologists, is acknowledged to 
have come to us solely on the authority of a writer 
who flourished in the close of the eighth and begin- 
ning of the ninth century after Christ, namely, 
George Syncellus, so called from having been the 
Syncellus or Suffragan of Tarasius, Patriarch of Con- 
stantinople. ‘Through him alone,” says Dr. Lep- 
sius, “we possess especially the most valuable 
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basis for our Manethonic chronology, the dynastic 
lists of Africanus?." And that is the evidence pre- 
ferred by these profound reasoners on antiquity to 
the evidence of the Old Testament Scriptures, which 
are to be broken and reset, and the historical monu- 
ments of Egypt also arranged, and numbered, and 
CORRECTED (1), according to the comparatively modern 
arrangement and summation of these lists! The 
preliminary inquiry arises, Are these lists worthy of 
this confidence? Are they rightly understood as 
so many dynasties, in our sense of the word? Do 
they, as now usually treated, represent Manetho’s 
system and opinions? In short, what was the early 
Egyptian chronology as understood by Manetho and 
the ancients? It is proposed to return a demon- 
strable answer to these questions. 

The following are the genuine or fictitious frag- 
ments of Manetho’s writings which are principally 
in question, three, or, as often PERRONI reckoned, 
four in number :— 

1. A fragment of the book of Sothis (as the first 
volume of his Ægyptiaca appears to have been called 
by himself or his transcribers, from the special sub- 
ject of its opening), containing Manetho’s dedica- 
tion of his work to his patron, Ptolemy Philadel- 
phus, and then the application of the Sothic Cycle 
to the arrangement of his dynasties and the mea- 
surement of their duration. 

The second part of this fragmentary document 
has been also separated, and, in a more corrupted 
form, presented by Syncellus as ‘‘an old Chrono- 
graphy,” supposed to have existed before Manetho, 


? Lepsius, Egypt, Ethiopia, and Sinai, &c., Engl. Transl. p. 
498. | 
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but to have formed part of the materials used by 
him among the authorities for his work; by others 
no less erroneously conceived to be a later forgery, 
subsequent to the time of Eusebius, but prior to 
that of the monks Panodorus and Anianus. Syn- 
cellus says that Manetho “ evidently took it as his 
starting-point ;” and he is right in this; but the 
mistake that it existed in any thing like its present 
form before Manetho, was fallen into by him in con- 
sequence of his being unable to reconcile it with 
other documents which he took to be Manetho’s; 
and from his having copies of it in a more corrupted 
form, in which the general statement of the Sothic 
scheme of Manetho had been adulterated and ob- 
scured by the interpolation of certain details, per- 
haps from Manetho’s first book, but inserted out of 
place by some one who did not. understand the 
general scheme ; whence Syncellus failed to recover 
its original construction. In Scaliger’s collection 
and restoration of the Greek remains of the Chro- 
nica of Eusebius, it is given at page 6 of his The- 
saurus Temporum, following Manetho's dedication, 
and under this title :— 


@cdv Bacirela Kata rò raay xpovikòv, êk Tov MaveGa, 


THE KINGDOM OF THE GODS ACCORDING TO THE OLD RECKON- 
ING OF TIME, FROM THE WRITINGS OF MANETHO. 


The same title, with the omission of the words èx 
TOv MaveÜo, is given by Syncellus over what he in 
the same passage speaks of, by a mistake of his own, 
as maar Tv xpovoypadetov, an old chronography. If 
the above was the title placed over it in the work of 
Eusebius, and perhaps of Africanus, to whom Euse- 
bius was largely indebted, it affords no ground, or 
shadow of ground, for supposing that it existed in 
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its present form before Manetho; though Manetho 
professed, no doubt, to have drawn it up in accord- 
ance with the evidence to which he had access. 
Syncellus, however, changes the word, and speaks 
of it in his own writing as madawov tt ypovoypadetor, 
‘a certain old chronography,” an expression by no 
means equivalent. The word xpovwóv, in the sin- 
gular, does not express a chronicle, chronography, 
or writing on chronology, but only when used in the 
plural; just as rà IIepowkà, trà Avyvmruakà, are used 
to express the work of this or that author on Persia 
or Egypt; but xara ro Iepouxoy could not express a 
reference to any work on Persia, but to Persian 
custom. Just so that clause xara rò maħaròv ypovikòv 
means “according to the ancient style or custom in 
the computation of time;" and certainly does mot 
mean “according to the old chronography.”’ 

We may therefore at once reject the idea of that 
* certain old chronography," as simply a grammatical 
blunder of Syncellus, and of the learned critics who 
have followed him therein?. The Manethonian 


* We have in Latin the same use of the word chronica in the 
plural, not chronicon in the singular, in the sense of chronicle; at 
least not correctly so in the singular, even in the later Latin. 
We seem to have it perhaps in the title ** Chronicon Paschale." 
In Greek the designation of that work used by Ducange is simply 
IIacxaAiov, and it had previously passed under the name ** Fasti 
Siculi” and “ Chronicon Alexandrinum.” It may be observed, 
however, that the use of the word chronicon, even in the Latin, in 
that instance, conveys the force of ** a canon or measure of time," 
not of a chronography or chronicle ; “ the Paschal Cycle” of 532 
years being treated of in the work. Now “the old Cycle” isa 
sense which would well suit the use of the word in the super- 
scription of the extract above considered. The title of “The 
Paschal Cycle " (Chronicon Paschale) might apparently connect 
that continuation or interpolated edition of the Fasti Siculi, which 
is brought down to the times of the Emperor Heraclius, with the 
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scheme presented in the passage itself shall be fully 
vindicated from objections. The title prefixed to the 
extract was manifestly written, not by Manetho, but 
by the person who made the extract, whether that 
person was Julius Africanus in the first mstance, or 
Eusebius; and it expressly names and quotes 
Manetho as the author. In the interval which had 
elapsed from Manetho’s days, the “old style” of the 
Egyptian year, with its Sothic cycle, had been 
changed for the Julian reckoning of time. The 
extract given from Manetho treats of the kingdom 
of the gods, in a method constructed of course on 
the “old style” of reckoning time; namely, the 
Egyptian year of 365 days, the Egyptian lunar cycle 


of twenty-five Egyptian years, equivalent to 309. 


lunations, and the Sothic cycle; and not according 
to what was in EKusebius’s day the “new style,” 
namely, the Julian year and its quadrennial inter- 
calation, together with the lunar cycle of nineteen 
Julian years, and the solar cycle of twenty-eight. 


chronological studies of Denys or Dionysius Exiguus (a compe- 
tent Greek scholar) and of his junior contemporaries. For 
Dionysius was reputed the author of a Paschal Cycle. The title 
however of the Chronicon Alexandrinum, “the Alexandrian Canon 
or measure of time,” by which it is also known, marks the peculiar 
Paschal Cycle on which it is based to be not that invented by 
Denys (which, Dupin informs us, was of 95 years, or equal to 
five times the lunar cycle of 19 years), but the longer one known 
long before, of 532 years, which was received from the Church of 
Alexandria, and by them from the learned Jews there, many of 
whom were believers; and ultimately by them traditionally from 
the prophet Daniel at Babylon, as I have reason to think. Du- 
cange, in his edition of it, observes in his preface, pp. ix, x, 
that the title is equivalent to Computus Paschalis; and that the 
Canon for the computation of Easter was Alexandrian in its 
origin. There seems no other obvious reason for calling this work 
Alexandrian except that it was based on that Alexandrian Cycle. 
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It may be worthy of remark that the question of 
the computation of time, and therefore, we may 
conclude, the comparison of the vetus and novus com- 
putus was particularly agitated in the time of Euse- 
bius, and discussed at the Council of Nice, in con- 
nexion with the feast of Easter. And the author of 
the Chronicon Paschale informs us that the Council, 
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, sanctioned 
the introduction of the lunar cycle of nineteen years 
into the Church’s computation of that festival. This 
cycle was previously well known; but their decree 
made it ecclesiastical'. It appears to me that this 
gives a considerable probability that the title of the 
extract was from the pen of Eusebius; and that 
, afterwards, as the questions of the old Sothic and 
the new Julian reckoning of time receded further 
into the distance and were forgotten, the meaning 
of the words kata 76 mahatdy yporixov,— according 
to the old reckoning of time," became more liable to 
be misunderstood, till at last Syncellus fixed it to a 
totally wrong and ungrammatical sense. 

2. The second document is the copy of the alleged 
Dynasties of Manetho, transmitted to us erroneously 
under the name of Eusebius. A copy of it is placed 
by Scaliger among the recovered or supposed re- 
mains of the Greek of the first book of his Chronica, 
in his Thesaurus Temporum. 

3. The third is a copy of the same alleged succes- 
sion of Dynasties, transmitted to us under the pre- 
tended name of Julius Africanus. And for this 
latter, which is the favourite with the Egyptologists, 
it is admitted that we are solely indebted to Syn- 
cellus, in the eighth and beginning of the ninth 
century after Christ. 

t Chron. Pasch., præf., ed. Ducange, pp. 9, 10, &c. 
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These two copies of the alleged Dynasties, which 


are both furnished by Syncellus, do not agree with | 


one another; but they agree (though not exactly 
even here) in presenting professedly thirty or thirty- 
one human dynasties, instead of only sixteen. That 
in their present form and arrangement they are 
falsely attributed to Eusebius and Julius Africanus, 
appears first from the fact that Eusebius in his own 
work cites no human dynasty earlier than the six- 
teenth, and is utterly ignorant certainly of the first 
fourteen. Secondly, that the author of the Barbarous 
Latin Extracts from the chronological works of 
Eusebius, Africanus, and others, is also utterly igno- 
rant of the existence of the first fourteen of those 
dynasties, and therefore they were not, at least in 
their present form, in the works of Eusebius or of 
Africanus, at the time of his reading them. That 
time was apparently in the reign of the Emperor 
Theodosius the Great, and not earlier than the birth 
of the Emperor Honorius, which is the last event he 
chronicles. Now Theodosius the Great died in A.D. 
395, at which time Honorius was ten years old. 
But Eusebius died about the year a.D. 340. His 
labours were therefore closed, his works complete, 
and he had been nearly half a century in his grave, 
at the time when this writer perused his works and 
made his extracts; yet demonstrably if these dy- 
nasties, which are falsely transmitted under Euse- 
bius’s name, had been contained in his works, at 
least in the form of a succession of dynasties, the 
writer in question could not have made the state- 
ments which he does. Much more does this apply 
to the works of Julius Africanus, who is believed to 
have died about a.D. 232, a century and half before 
the birth of Honorius. The dynasties indeed are 
C 
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quoted from Africanus, not according to the original 
edition of his works, but avowedly xara tiv Sevrépav 
éxdoow, which may be interpreted, ‘‘ according to 
the re-written and falsified edition of his works in a 
later age." We shall afterwards refer to this. 
Meanwhile, be it observed, that his works had been 
long before the world; and that if they had then 
contained the list of dynasties attributed to them by 
Syncellus, it is impossible that Eusebius could have 
been ignorant of it, or that this barbarous Latin 
writer, using those works, could have represented 
the dynasties of Manetho as he has done. It may 
be further noticed in passing that the pseudo-Afri- 
canian arrangement and mode of dividing the Mane- 
thonian dynasties were unknown to Timeus the 
Scholiast on Plato; a writer certainly later than 
Proclus, whom he frequently and copiously quotes, 
and who may probably have been one among the 
last heathen Platonists, before the Edict of Justinian 
had imposed silence on the schools of Athens, in 
other words, between a.D. 485 and 529°. For this 
Scholiast citing Manetho calls that Shepherd dynasty 
the seventeenth, which in the list falsely ascribed to 
Africanus is the fifteenth. He makes no mention 
there of Africanus or Eusebius, either in. connexion 
with Manetho or otherwise *. 

Yet, overlooking these facts, it has pleased the 
critics to decide against the genuine, and for the 
fabricated, and to make the ground of distinction 
between them their own preference for the superbly 


5 Gibbon, ch. xl. vol. vii. p. 1. 

* Platonis Opp. Valpy's edit. vol. ix. Scholia, p. 90, Xairuós] 
éx tov Mave0G  AlyvmTiakGv émrakaibekárg Üvvao rea Towiéves Tjoav 
áócAdoi Boivixes, E€vor Bacrrels, ot nal Meudiv etAov, åv mpóros 
Sairns, &c. 
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elongated chronology produced by numbering thirty 
human dynasties, instead of only sixteen. We shall 
prove that that magnificent figment of the vast and 
anti-scriptural duration of the Egyptian monarchy is 
not more contrary to Scripture than to Manetho and 
all genuine antiquity : but, meanwhile, let it be noted 
that this is one principal point on which their critical 
decision turns; and that they have rejected the 
genuine fragments, and chosen the fabricated, be- 
cause they choose to have thirty human dynasties, 
and not only sixteen’. 

But there is pretended to be found in the Armenian 
translation of Eusebius, an authentic copy of these 
dynasties justifying their being attributed to that 
author. The fact as to the Barbarous Latin Ex- 
tracts, which has been referred to, dispels that de- 

` lusion. The editor of the Armenian translation, vast 
and unwarranted as are his assumptions, does not 


' 'To show this we may be permitted to take the following 
critical passage, which may also be of service as containing vir- 
tually the confession that the vetus chronicon, or old chronography 
(erroneously so called), and the extract from the book of Sothis, 
are substantially the same thing.  **Syncellus de vetere hoc 
chronico verba faciens dicit, déperat wap Aiyvmriows wadady re 
xpovoypadetov, &c., et paulo post ó yap wap Aiyurriaxois [1]. Aiyur- 
tiots |] émrwmkóraros Mave00, Tepi. TOv abrüv X duvacremv ypdipas, 
èk tovtwv SyAady AaBov tas apoppas, Kata ToAV Stadwvet sept ovs 
xpóvovs Tpós tatra: Facilis conjectura est, referenda hec esse ad 
Pseudo-Manethonem, js ZXó0eos fgAov auctorem. Idque vel eo 
confirmatur, quod Pseudo- Manetho eodem modo quo vetus chronicon, 
triginta dynastiis et mortalium et immortalium regna comprehendisse 
dicitur, dum veri Manethonis triginta dynastie nonnisi ad mortales 
pertinent." Mulleri Fragm. Hist. Gr., vol. ii. p. 513. 

The distinction of the true and false Manetho should here be 
simply reversed, as will conclusively appear in the course of the 
present work, when the other points relating to it and depending 
on it have been examined. 
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even pretend a greater antiquity for it than the fifth 
century; and the fact alluded to goes to show that 
in the half-century between the death of Eusebius 
and the close of the fourth century his works did 
not contain that succession of dynasties. The 
same, as we have remarked, is the conclusion to be 
drawn from the internal evidence of the works 
themselves. 

It is proper to add that the reasoning by which 
the extravagant claims put forth on behalf of the 
Armenian translation of the Chronica of Eusebius ° 
are professed to be supported, is as weak in sub- 
stance, as it is arrogant in tone. The proud pre- 
tension of the editor of the work is that it is to be 
received as Eusebius’s genuine and standard text, 
and all others approved or condemned according to 
their agreement or disagreement with it. In support 
of this stupendous assumption the editor does not 
profess to think any evidence at all necessary, if it 
were not (as he expresses it) for the “malignant 
suspicions” of some, who while they like to be sure 
that they are not deceived, only deceive others and 
themselves by an excess of subtlety?. We set out 


8 « KUSEBIL PAMPHILI CHSARIENSIS EpiscoP! CHRONICON Br- 
PARTITUM, nune primum ex Armeniaco textu in Latinum conver- 
sum, adnotationibus auctum, Graecis Fragmentis exornatum, operá 
P. Jo. Baptistz AUCHER, Ancyrani, Monachi Armeni et Doc- 
toris Mechitaristz,” 4to Venetiis, 1818. 

* ** Sed ipsius operis atOevría adversus malignas nonnullorum sus- 
piciones asserenda est, qui dum se malis artibus decipi posse re- 
formidant, alios atque adeo semetipsos nimis acuta subtilitate deci- 
piunt, liceat. nobis nonnulla prafari," &c. Pref. pp. vii, viii. It 
will be observed that this is on the first publication of the work. 
No evidence is proposed at all, except on account of “ the malig- 
nant ;” and to them therefore the rest of mankind are indebted for 
any, however small, amount of evidence which is given. 
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then under rebuke, and must be content to be classed 
as malignants, since we think some evidence very 
desirable before submitting to the arrogancy of this 
claim. Those small crumbs of evidence which the 
editor has condescended to impart we accept with 
much thankfulness, but not without a considerable 
remaining appetite, and far from reaching the com- 
fortable state of satisfaction promised, “ut omni 
scrupulo atque dubitatione sublatá ipsissimum Eu- 
sebi opus, jamdiu eruditorum votis expetitum, tenere 
se certo sciat litteraria respublica, versionemque 
Haicanam, quam modo exhibemus, Eusebiani Arche- 
typi loco habendam esse "! 

But what are the proofs? Nobody, he says, can 
possibly doubt it who considers the constant tra- 
dition of the Armenians—*' quorum plurimi linguz 
Grece prorsus ignari"—the greater part of whose 
writers, as he tells us in the next page, did not 
understand a word of Greek; and who, therefore, 
we are left to infer, must have been the best judges 
whether it was the very text of Eusebius. He quotes 
and misapplies a passage from St. Augustine to show 
that there cowld be no better proof of its perfect 
authenticity than this! The works of Plato, Aris- 
totle, Cicero, Varro, and others, are received as 
theirs on no better evidence, in the learned editor’s 
opinion! Then, as if recollecting that all these bold 
statements are applied to a mere translation, the 
editor bethinks himself how the translation should 
be proved faithful. The most natural way (he re- 
marks) would be to compare it with the original, but 
that had suffered “miserable shipwreck ;” so that 
this test could not be applied; but it could be com- 
pared with Jerome’s Latin translation, and with the 
Greek fragments; and with these it was found to 
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agree; and so, he argues, it is certain that this 
Armenian work exhibits the entire and uncorrupted 
text of Eusebius! But what then? while the proof 
of this depends on its correspondence with the Latin 
of Jerome, and with the Greek fragments, it is 
straightway to be allowed to turn the tables upon 
these, and to be made the only standard by which 
they are to be tried! The writer has not enough of 
logic to know that he is reasoning in a circle. The 
argument flows on so convincingly to him,—“ ut si 
quaras quod ex ipso addiderit, si auctorum loca 
nonnulla expendere volueris, ubi Eusebianum aliquid 
latere viri docti suspicantur, quod posteriores scrip- 
tores in aliam significationem distraxerint, si denique 
quid Syncellus aliique ex Eusebio xarà Aé£w, quid ad 
sensum citaverint, ea omnia ad hoc quod edimus 
opus tuto exigere possis, ac de iisdem certissime 
judicare. Quid ni? Cum nemo de alieno opere tam 
prudenter decernere possit, quam auctor de suo "'! 
Having settled the matter so decisively, one is 
almost surprised to find him beginning again in 
another section, ** De Armeniace Eusebiani Chronici 
versionis Ántiquitate et Auctoritate,"—** respecting 
the antiquity and authority of the Armenian ver- 
sion.” Who the author of the translation was the 
editor ingenuously confesses he has not the remotest 
idea. Nobody heard of its existence till within 
little more than the last half-century, when it came 
out with a sudden blaze of light upon Eusebius, from 
a quarter whence nobody expected it—‘ unde nemo 
profecto orituram suspicabatur," as he had expressed 
it a httle before. In the last century one Dr. James 
Redstone', Vicar of the Jerusalem Patriarch of the 


* * Jacobus quidam Rhedestonius Doctor." One of the learned 
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Armenians, when he was in the Holy City, found a 
manuscript of venerable antiquity, containing this 
Armenian version of the Chronicle of Eusebius, and, 
having taken it some time after to Constantinople, 
placed it in the hbrary of the Patriarch’s seminary 
of the Armenians, in that royal city. The editor 
heard of it, obtained liberty to examine and copy it, 
and immediately thought of translating it into 
Latin, and publishing it. But though nobody knew 
any thing of its existence till then, there now comes 
out a claim, grounded on the fact that all the Arme- 
nian world knew it, and that there was a continuous 
chain of tradition and testimony in its favour, which 
had existed, as alleged, from the fifth century! 
There cannot (he tells us) be a doubt that it is of 
that antiquity. Behold the proof with which he 
gratifies us, to the following effect :— 

‘s Till the year of Christ 406 the Armenians had 
not even an alphabet. But when, by the singular 


writers of the ** Essays and Reviews," Dr. Williams (p. 54 note), 
says it was Cardinal Mai who discovered it. I give the state- 
ment of the work itself. There was a rival and contemporaneous 
publication of a Latin version of the same Armenian translation, 
but without the Armenian text, in the same year, at Milan, and 
dedicated to Charles Albert, under the title, Æusebii Pamphili 
Chronicorum Canonum libri duo, Opus ex Haicano codice a doctore 
Joanne Zohrabo Collegii Armeniaci Venetiarum alumno diligenter 
expressum et castigatum. | Angelus Maius et Johannes Zohrabus 
nunc primum conjunctis curis Latinitate donatum notisque illustra- 
tum, additis Gracis reliquiis, ediderunt. 4to Mediolani, 1818. The 
edition which I have principally used is that of Aucher; but I 
have also consulted that now referred to, and from what is after- 
wards to be mentioned it will be seen that if Cardinal Mai dis- 
covered any thing, it was not the manuscript, but the non-existence 
of the pretended ancient manuscript at Constantinople! But that 
will scarcely add to the weight of the authority which Dr. Wil- 
liams cites and supinely relies on in his partial ignorance. 
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blessing of God, Mastosius, or Mesropes, found in 
that year the elements of the Armenian alphabet, 
within the next forty-four years more than six hun- 
dred volumes had been translated into that language. 
Moses of Chorene, the father of their poets and 
historians, who lived the whole century and twenty 
years more, had a hand in these translations, and 
mentions some of his scholars and associates who 
laboured in the work. Whatever has been translated 
from the Greek fathers into Armenian is ascribed, 
it seems, to that century.  Eusebius's Ecclesiastical 
History was translated then, and why not also his 
Chronica? Nay, was it possible(!) that it should 
noi have been translated then, considering what an 
important work it was? Some Armenian writers 
have mentioned or quoted from Kusebius’s Chronica ; 
and how could they have done that if it had not 
been translated, when most of them understood not 
a word of Greek?” The reader may judge for him- 
self whether there.be a grain of proof in all this. 
The editor then names one Armenian writer in the 
twelfth century (Samuel, a presbyter of Ania?), one 


2 Armeniæ Urbs ad flumen Achurium sita. The Summarium 
Temporum of this Samuel Aniensis translated into Latin, is 
printed in the Appendix to the Chronicon of Eusebius, in the 
first volume of Migne's edition of that father, in the Patrologie 
cursus Completus ; Series Græca ; and is thus described: Opus ex 
Haicanis quinque codicibus ab Joanne Zohrabo Doctore Armeniaco 
diligenter exscriptum atque emendatum, Joannes Zohrabus et Ange- 
lus Maius primum conjunctis curis Latinitate donatum, notisque 
illustratum ediderunt. His work is assigned by the editors to 
the period of the Patriarch Gregory the younger, who succeeded 
to the office, A.D. 1176. As might be expected from a writer of 
that late date it contains the list of the dynasties of Manetho, 
thirty-one in number. 

It may be observed that this city, Ania, seems to have two 
adjectives formed from it, Anianus and Aniensis, both belonging 
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in the eleventh, one in the tenth (Stephanus Varta- 
bied, also called Asolicus), one in the close of the 
ninth (Thomas Arzerumius); and after cursorily 
alluding to two more in the middle of that cen- © 
tury, he skips over the rest to the fifth century, in 
which he names Lazarus Pharpensis and Moses 
Chorenensis, who notice or quote Eusebius's Chro- 
nica; all of whom, except the last, to make their 
evidence of any value to the point of an Armenian 
translation having then existed, must be supposed 
ignorant of both Greek and Latin, so that they 
might not have it in their power to quote from the 
original or from Jerome, for that would spoil the 
argument that they must necessarily have been 
using this translation. This ignorance of theirs, 
therefore, requires to be proved, being an essential 
point in the argument. He remarks that their 
words are, in some instances, the same with those 
of this translation; but it is quite possible that the 
translator might avail himself of the rendering of 
certain passages given by those well-known authors 
in their own country and language, and that the 
identity of the words in some cases might thus tell 
in quite the opposite direction, indicating the trans- 
lator to be later than the authors from whom he 
adopted the rendering of certain passages. There 
is much, therefore, to be desiderated in the way of 
proof. And when at last he comes to Moses of 
Chorene, in the fifth century, or beginning of the 
sixth, who is not supposed ignorant of Greek, and 
whose quotation of Eusebius might therefore plainly 
be from the original, he argues that one might even 
suspect this Moses to have been the author of the 


to persons who may be, or have been, suspected as corruptors of 
Eusebius. 
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translation, for no one of the others was so familiar 
with Eusebius’. 

Admirable evidence, certainly, to support such 
confident assertions! wonderfully consistent with 
itself! After which, it may be best to come back 
to the former statement of the editor :—‘‘ Ad ejus 
auctorem quod attinet, quisnam ille demum fuerit, 
haud potuisse nos, ne conjiciendo quidem, divinare, 
ingenue fatemur." It is scarcely necessary to sug- 
gest that the fewer there were who understood 
Greek, the slower the process of translating the 
Greek fathers must have been in a nation which 
had just got its alphabet, and the later, therefore, 
this translation. They who choose to accept and 
build upon the faundation of this literary oracle are 
very welcome to do so. But it was surely unfortu- 
nate that the editor, writing in an age when the 
manufacture of antiquities in paintings, bronzes, and 
other works has become a trade, should have 
thought it proper to suggest that he felt the work 
at all open to the “ malignant suspicion” of having 
been produced “malis artibus ;” nay, should even 
confess that his own suspicions (alas, how malig- 
nant !) were very much awakened by the first copy 
he received of it, which contained too much of 
Scaliger’s, and which actually proved to have been 
very much interpolated, and was returned with re- 
marks to that effect to the transcribers‘! What 


* Compare this with what is said by Mai in the preface of his 
edition from the Armenian, p. xi, ‘‘ Neque illud tamen reticen- 
dum est, a Mose [sc. Chorenense] Chronicon Africani semel ap- 
pellari, Eusebii simile opus non item." **'The Chronicon of Afri- 
canus is once quoted by name by Moses Chorenensis, the similar 
work of Eusebius is not.” 

* «* Quod eum accepissem, et cum Eusebiano Chronico ab Seali- 
gero edito contulissem, statim mihi suspicio quadam oborta est, 
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the reason of his correspondent had been for so 
interpolating the copy sent, or what he had aimed 
at concocting by it, is not explained; but it is 
assumed that the new and fair transcript which was 
then made from it, and which appeared purged of 
all the suspected interpolations, represents a docu- 
ment of unquestionable antiquity! The reader may 
put these facts together, with an instructive piece 
of information which is furnished by the learned 
Angelo Mai, afterwards Cardinal, in the Preface of 
his Latin translation from the same Armenian or 
Haican Codex, published at Milan, without the Ar- 
menian text, in the very same year (1818), who tells 
us that the ancient manuscript, alleged to have been 
found, had already strangely vanished, and when 
sought again was not to be found at all at Constan- 
tinople*! What the real worth of it may be, will, 


exemplum nobis transmissum haud omnino antiquo illi codici re- 
spondere, licet enim in multis a Scaligeri lectione discederet, con- 
sentiebat tamen in nonnullis; que quoniam ab Eusebio ipso pro- 
fecta esse non poterant, haud exiguam mihi interpellationis sus- 
picionem injiciebant," &c. Pref. p. xxii. 

5 « Tres igitur Canonum Eusebianorum manuscripti codices 
esse cceperunt; primus Byzantinus membraneus, szculo undecimo 
duodecimove conscriptus. .... Princeps autem hic codex videtur 
ex hominum conspectu abiisse; rursus enim quasitus in regia Tur- 
` carum urbe nequicquam est. Secundus Codex Constantinopoli con- 
fectus, sed Venetiis postea collocatus, Venetus a nobis appellatur. 
Tertius denique Venetiis a Zohrabo manu propria elaboratus, tum 
Mediolanum ab eodem translatus, dicatur Mediolanensis.” The 
second of these was a copy of the first, made for Zohrabus at his 
earnest request by one George Johnson,—“ qui gente Armenius, 
patria Cpolitanus ” [which may be intended for Constantinopoli- 
tanus, or shall we say rather Cosmopolitanus, a countryman of 
Dr. Redstone ?]. Prof. p. xiii. 

After this frank acknowledgment that the Milan edition of the 
Armenian rendered into Latin, was made from the same copy with 
the Venetian edition, only re-copied with Zohrabus’s own hand, it 
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no doubt, be discovered without any discourtesy to 
the ingenious monks and linguistic students and 
alumni of the Armenian Seminaries of Rome or 
Venice. But there need be little hesitation in say- 
ing that the worth will be found not equal to its 
pretensions. Clearly it is later than the date at 
which the names Neirus and Sósus^, in the Baby- 
lonian fragment of Abydenus, became mistaken for 
words expressing Chaldean periods of time—a mis- 
take which is gone into by Syncellus, and appears 
from him to have been first made by Anianus and 
Panodorus, who flourished under the patriarchate of 
Theophilus of Alexandria, a.p. 3885—4127”. But the 
ancients know nothing of these words as designating 
measures of time; and Hesychius, the Greek. lexi- 
cographer in the beginning of the third century, 
while he gives the word Zápos, àpiÜuos Tis Tapà 


is amusing to find the following passage in the preface to Migne's 
edition of the Chronicon, purporting to be from the same Angelo 
Mai :—* Dus tantummodo totius operis editiones curate sunt, 
Mediolanensis videlicet atque Veneta, qua, separatis locis studiisque 
facte, haud semel inter se dissident" ! ! What marvel? There 
comes out, however, in the same edition, a virtual acknowledg- 
ment that Mai thought the ARMENIAN had been tampered with, 
* Etenim luce meridiana clarius est, non pauca Armenium vel ama- 
nuensem vel interpretem de genuinis Eusebii fragmentis pretermisisse, 
quam rem Syncellus presertim et Chronicon Paschale (cujus nobi- . 
lissimus in Vaticana Bibliotheca codex est) aperte demonstrant, de 
quorum veluti rivulorum ab Eusebio origine nullo modo dubitari 
potest." p. 29. 

* Sósus occurs as the name of a king in a list of Manetho's ; 
apud Scaliger. Thesaur. Temp. (Gr.) p. 7. lt may be in both 
cases an abbreviation of Sesoósis, which again will be found to 
be an abbreviation of Sesog-Khosis, i. e. the Sheykh of Cush. 

' 'That Syncellus himself followed them in this mistake appears 
from the following words of his, ó pèv Býpwosos da cdpwv kal 
vipwv Kat swoow dveypayaro. Syncel. Chronogr. ed. Dindorf. 
vol. i. p. 30. 


INTR.] THE ARMENIAN TRANSLATION OF THE CHRONICA. 29 


Bafwovíow, says nothing of them. Anianus and 
Panodorus are less likely to have been read by 
the Armenian divines than the more distinguished 
Syncellus of the Patriarch Tarasius, in the eighth 
century, through whom the names of these two 
Alexandrian monks have been preserved to the 
world. The editor has mentioned that there was an 
Armenian writer in the middle of the ninth cen- 
tury, Zecharias, Metropolitan, or Bishop General? of 
Armenia, with whom the Patriarch Photius of 
Constantinople corresponded, and who mentions the 
Chronica of Eusebius in his Homilies; and that in 
the close of the nmth century there was an Arme- 
nian writer Thomas of Erzeroum, who perpetually 
follows the Chronica of Eusebius, and gives his 
words; one in the tenth, Asolicus, who gives an 
abstract, and quotes whole pages of the author; 
one in the eleventh, and one in the twelfth, who had 
some acquaintance with this work of Eusebius. We 
are at liberty to assume, therefore, that this Arme- 
nian translation might be compiled in the close of 
the ninth century; or, indeed, with all these helps, 
as late, or later, than the last of these writers, sup- 
posing there was then a writer who understood, and 
could write, pure Haican Armenian as well as later 
critics occupied in the revision of school exercises 
in that language. But that is of very little con- 
sequence; neither would it take much from its value 
if the learned editor's own first suspicions of the 
copy had proved well founded not only as to that 
transcript, but as to the book itself, that it had been 
concocted later than Scaliger’s great work. For to 
us ib comes only with the critical evidence of the 


* Catholicus. 
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first quarter of the present century, and of an editor 
who, to judge from his introduction, seems to have 
been not very capable of reasoning or accurately 
estimating evidence, though very largely endowed 
with assurance. Moreover, the alleged ancient 
manuscript of the eleventh or twelfth century had a 
doubtful history, and a mysterious disappearance. 
Scaliger’s marvellous work of the restoration of the 
first book of Eusebius's Chronica from the collection 
of Greek fragments is not the less, but the more 
valuable, because we know the avowed nature of it, 
and manner of its execution, that it is not to be 
used with absolute reliance, but with cautiop and 
diserimination?. No doubt it contains some things 
which belong to Syncellus or others, and not to 
Eusebius. If it had come to us with the claim of 
an assumed ancient manuscript, its value would 
have been incalculably diminished. And, in like 


° The sources from which Scaliger collected the remains of the 
first book of Eusebius's Chronica are thus mentioned by him :— 
‘‘Greca autem quacumque nancisci potuimus, majori ex parte a 
Georgio Tarasii Patriarche Syncello habemus ; quedam etiam a 
Chronologo innominato beneficio viri nunquam satis laudati Isaaci 
Casauboni, quos Fastos Sieulos vocant; neque pauca a Georgio 
Cedreno, qui multa Eusebiana in suum centonem inculcavit, non 
quidem ab Eusebio petita sed a Georgio Syncello. Accessit his 
cumulus comitate ejusdem quem modo nominavi prestantissimi 
viri era&tovixac et alia immortalia monumenta quz in calcem Gra- 
eorum Eusebianorum conjecimus quod ea sero accepissemus." 
Scalig. Thesaur. Temp. Prolegom. p. xxiv. He has not, however, 
specially given his authority for each of the fragments separately ; 
and in not à few instances he seems to have had access to some 
superior copies of them to those which are now generally known 
in the sources above specified. Scaliger’s restoration of the first 
book of the Chronica, has been too implicitly relied on by some ; 
it has been impugned by others, but is undoubtedly a work of 
inestimable value towards the recovery of the truth. 
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manner, when a translation of doubtful origin, un- 
known date and author, professing to represent a 
lost work, and that through the medium of a lan- 
guage little understood or cultivated,—a translation 
presented in a manuscript which is mysterious in 
the account of its transcription, confessed inter- 
polation, subsequent correction, and concoction to 
the proper state of genuineness, and again still 
more mysterious in its immediate disappearance and 
certified non-existence at the place where it was 
represented to be deposited,—is put forth with the 
arrogant claim to be received in all respects instead 
of the. original, and with all the weight and con- 
fidence due to the original, it is invested sufficiently, 
even by the effrontery of that pretension, with the 
character of an imposture. Whatever value it pos- 
sesses 1s simply in its modern notes, or in the way 
of critical suggestion, not of evidence or authority '. 
Besides the information deducible from the careful 
scrutiny of the genuine or alleged Manethonian frag- 
ments, and the use made of them by Africanus and 
Eusebius, there is much to be learned by a com- 
parison of the statements contained in the history of 
Diodorus, which, in part, are probably derived from 
Manetho, and admit of being reduced to parallelism, 
in part are divergent, and manifestly theoretical 
results of an alteration in the cyclical computation 
of time. Diceearchus, and many other ancient writers 
who need not here be enumerated, have left im- 
portant statements, which admit, as shall be proved, 


1 I may cite here the judicious but perhaps too mildly expressed 
caution of Clinton:—** We must not estimate this work [the 
Armenian translation] beyond its real value.” Fasti Hellen., vol. 
iii. p. 202. Verbum sapientibus! But this word of warning has 
proved insufficient for many subsequent writers. 
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of being reconciled with Manetho and with one 
another to a degree not hitherto supposed possible, 
and bring out a consistent testimony. These will 
be noticed in the order in which they most con- 
veniently present themselves. It will also be found 
that there is demonstrable scientific evidence de- 
pending on the ancient Egyptian cyclical computa- 
tion of time. With these it will be shown that there 
is direct and conclusive agreement in Holy Scrip- 
ture. 

It may be mentioned for the convenience of the 
reader, that in the present work I have used, for the 
basis of inquiry as regards Eusebius and Africanus, 
with the alleged Manethonian Dynasties, the text 
given in Scaliger’s ** Thesaurus Temporum," pub- 
lished in folio at Cologne in 1629, and at Amster- 
dam in 1658; that great work, which itself consti- 
tuted an epoch in the study, furnishing obviously 
the most important point of departure for all sub- 
sequent investigation. But I have not neglected 
later criticism, particularly that of Bunsen and of 
Mueller. Of Syncellus I have used the edition of 
Goarus, and also that of Dindorff. In Scaliger's 
day the Chronography of Syncellus had not been 
edited, and he used manuscripts furnished by the 
learned Isaac Casaubon, whieh are thought by some 
critics not to have been sufficiently doctored, ‘ apo- 
graphis parum emendatis usus est?." I suspect that 


2 “Sed non modo Syneelli et Chronici Alexandrini, tum tem- 
poris nondum editorum, apographis parum emendatis usus est,” 
&c. Euseb. Chron. ed. Migne. The principle on which Scaliger 
went, as stated by himself in a particular instance, is worthy of 
consideration. ‘ Siquid in annis regum immutatum occurret, 
quod ab Eusebianis rationibus discrepet; sciat candidus lector 
maluisse nos ea ita relinquere, quam ad rationes Eusebii castigare. 


Qe e mee ye ~ - 
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some of the manuscripts which Scaliger used were 
in some respects superior to those from which the 
editions have been printed, which have probably 
been mended too much. Not to mention here the 
many other authors abundantly referred to, the 
reader will find that I have made it my practice to 
go to the original sources, and not to take state- 
ments at second hand. The condensed results of 
most of the later criticism, including Boeckh’s 
Manethonian Canon, and the critical suggestions of 
Lepsius, Bunsen, and others, may be found in 
Mueller's ** Fragmenta Historicorum Grecorum." 
And in Bunsen's work, ** Egypt’s Place in Universal 
History," the reader wil find a useful Appendix of 
authorities at the close of the first volume. No 
means of accurate information within my power has 
been neglected, as will sufficiently appear, it is 
hoped, in the following pages. 


Multa enim sunt, qu: sine eorum detrimento curari non possunt, 
Itaque ea ita, sicut à Georgio accepimus, relinquere maluimus, 
quam xax@ kakóv iàdcacÜau" — Scalig. Note in Graeca Eusebii, 
p. 412. 


CHAPTER I. 


A CHRONOLOGICAL STATEMENT OF DICH ARCHUS CONSIDERED. 


ROBABLY no more advantageous order can be 
adopted for the opening of a subject involving 
the necessity of much detailed investigation and 
proof than that in which the gradual progress of 
discovery has been developed to my own mind, and 
I shall therefore seek no other reason for the position 
here assigned to the statement which I bring first 
before my reader’s notice. 

In a valuable Greek collection of ancient historical 
passages, published in Scaliger’s ** Thesaurus Tem- 
porum,” entitled “‘“Ioropiav avvaywyn — Collectanea 
Historiarum partim eg iis scriptoribus qui nondum 
editi sunt, partim ex iis qui editi. Penus antiquæ 
memorie locupletissimum, totum fere Eusebium illus- 
irans'," there is a passage given from Dicæarchus 


' This collection was received by Scaliger from the celebrated 
Isaac Casaubon, and is thus alluded to in Scaliger’s Prolegomena, 
p- 22, after mention of his other materials, ** Accessit his cumulus 
comitate ejusdem,. quem modo nominavi, prestantissimi viri, 
oradvovixat, et alia immortalia monumenta, quæ in calcem Grzco- 
rum Eusebianorum conjecimus, quod ea sero accepissemus.” 
There is the following note prefixed to the ‘Ioropiév ovvaywyh, in 
the edition of 1658, published by Alex. More and J. Jahnsson, 
p.313. (The former edition was published by Scaliger in 1606.) 
* NoTA. Quz in his collectaneis historiarum, proximis aliquot 
paginis, alio charactere aut Notis expressa sunt, ea in exemplari 
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the Messenian, a philosopher and historical writer, 
who was a disciple of Aristotle, and who flourished, 
as Clinton’ shows, for about forty years, from B.c. 
326 to B.c. 287, being thus in the beginning of his 
career contemporary with Alexander the Great, and 
in the latter part of it with Manetho. Dicæarchus, 
as here represented, says, in his first book, that 
* after Onus, the son of Isis and Osiris, SEsoNknÓsis 
became king; and so from the reign of Srsonxndsis 
to the. Olympiad were two thousand five hundred 
years; and from the reign of Ninus [read ALEX- 
ANDER| back to the first Olympiad were four hun- 
dred and forty-six years; so that, altogether, there 
were two thousand nine hundred and thirty-six 
years." The words are as follow :—4ıkaíapyos èv 
TPÓTY. Merà tov "Iowdos kai 'Ooípióos "Npov, Bası- 
Neds yéyove Xesóyywois. wore yiverOar amo THs 
Zeooyyóoðos Bacideias, expt THs “Odvpmiddos, ern 
duoxihia p, amò Sé ths Neidov Baoudeias péxpe THs 
apatns ‘Odkupmiddos éry ups’ *. (és elvav Tà mávra 
OjoU ern dtcyxitta évvakócia As'*. It is clearly 


adjecta erant manu Scaligeri. Qusdam preterea ab eodem levi- 
ter interpolata, et quadam penitus sublata memineris. Quee illa, 
diligens ac studiosus lector, factá collatione nova hujus editionis 
cum priore, facile deprehendet.” I have compared the two edi- 
tions. The passage is the same in both, and is therefore such as 
Scaliger received it from Casaubon. 

2 * Fasti Hellen." vol. iii. p. 474. 

* The editions of Apollonius have vAs*. 

1 Scaliger, Thesaur. Temp., Amstelodami, 1651, Gr. p. 355. 
The word NeéAov in this passage is miswritten for 'AAov, con- 
tracted for "Ade~dvdpov. The old Ionic letters resembled the 
Pheenician (Herod. v. 58, 59); and there was a Phocnician form of 
A, WN exactly like NI, having probably a relation to the Hebrew 
form of Aleph N, (vid. Scalig. “ Animadv." p. 110, Digressio de 
literar. Ionic. origine). The knee of the letter may be observed 


p 2 
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necessary to introduce a numerical correction in the 
passage, either in the way of increasing the sum 
total to 2946 (for which there is no authority), or 
else reducing the interval from Alexander back to 


to be retained in a common form of it at the time of Alexander 
the Great, (X. Lepsius also, in his * Tabule of Umbrian and 


Osean Inscriptions" (fol. Lips. 1841, Tab. xxxi.), gives us the 
Oscan or ancient Capuan form of A, M easily mistaken for 


the litere ligate NI; whence, rounding the top, R j À. À. 


The same passage of Diczarchus is quoted by the Seholiast on 
Apollonius of Rhodes, in commenting on the fourth book of his 
Argonautica. But in all the editions of that author, simply fol- 
lowing in the wake of the beautiful edition of Florence, 1496, 
the first printed, the text of which is in uncial characters, the 
Scholia in cursive without capitals, there is the corruption of 
reading, dare yiyverOor aro tis cevoyxwaides Bacrelas péxpt TIS 
vetAov, for rs óAvp., an abbreviation of éAuymiades, which, written 
in a careless hand, or read from a slightly blotted or obliterated 
copy, might be mistaken. It is manifest that in the passage 
itself the king meant is not Nilus but Alexander, and that the 
reading in the following clause must have been azo 8 rs 'AÀov 
Baorrcias péxpe THS Tpwrns ‘Odvpmiddos Eryn vus’ (or vås’). There 
was also a sufficient reason why Dicearchus should take his 
reckoning from the date of Alexander, but none in the world why 
he should concern himself about Nilus; and as the one stretch of 
years comes up to the Olympiad, and the other is added to it, the 
measure. itself fixes the true person to be Alexander. 

I have compared the editions of Apollonius, of Flor. 1496, 
Francofurti 1546, p. 227(2), Aldus, Ven. 1521, the Elzevir 1641, H. 
Stephanus, Par. 1574, and Lipsi@ 1813. The passage in all follows 
the corruption in the first; and it is given in agreement with these 
in Mulleri **Fragm. Hist. Gr." vol. ii. p. 236, with the addition of a 
still more corrupted copy of it from a Paris manuscript, in which 
the name Xecoyxwordos had been altered into Secworpidos ; as 
Buttmann again has altered the name to Sesortésis (Bunsen, Egypt, 
vol. i. p. 682). That the Scholiast understood the Sesonkhosis men- 
tioned to be Sesostris may be admitted; but it was another thing 
to alter the word, and that is due to the transcriber of the Paris 
manuscript, a fit precedent for the further change of Buttmann. 
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the first Olympiad, from 446 to 436 years; and for 
this change of reading there is authority. Either of 
these two numbers would be sufficiently in agree- 
ment with historical fact, according as you date 
forward from the beginning of the first Olympiad, 
B.C. 776, to the termination of the Persian Empire 
by the death of Darius, s.c. 330, which gives the 
interval 446 years; or, as you date back from the 
death of Philip of Macedon, and accession of Alex- 
ander in Macedonia, B.c. 336, to the end of the first 
Olympiad, B.c. 772, which gives the interval 436 
years. The effect of this latter reckoning would be 
to include the first Olympiad in the span of 2500 
years from SksoNkHosis, and therefore, consistently 
with this, to count back from the accession of Alex- 
ander in Macedonia to the same point (namely, the 
close of the Olympiad), 486 years. Thus, the total 
sum of 2936 years is to be taken previous to B.c. 
336, which brings us to the year B.c. 3272 as the 
date given by Diezarchus for SzsowKHosis. If, on 
the other hand, the numbers were modified in agree- 
ment with the reading 446 from Alexander to the 
Olympiad, the effect of this, counted in the manner 
we have indicated, would be to place the date four 
years earlier, B.c. 3276. Now, either of these years 
(B.c. 3276, or B.c. 3272), whichever may be the date 
given by Diczarchus for the earliest of mortals who 
is recognized as having held the sovereignty of the 
Egyptians, is not greatly different from the Septua- 
gint date of the flood, as it is counted by Dr. Hales’, 
after Scaliger ê and others, according to which Noah 


* Hales's * Analysis of Chronology," vol. i. p. 215. 2nd edit. 
Rivingtons, 1830. ; 

* The Churches of the East, as Scaliger informs us, reckon 
from the Septuagint 5500 years, and no more, from Adam’s crea- 
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left the ark in the year s.c. 3246. The late Mr. 
Cunninghame of Lainshaw, in his tables, makes the 
Septuagint date of it B.c. 3216, thus reducing the 
time by about thirty years; Dicearchus wereases 
it apparently by a similar number, and, as we shall 
find, with better reason. It will be acknowledged 
that it is the Greek, or Septuagint, Chronology of 
the Bible which we must use in comparison with the 
reckoning of the Greek Gentile writers. 

The date thus given by Diczarchus goes to iden- 
tify the first mortal king of Egypt, whom he calls 
SEsONKHOSIS, with Kuós, or Cusu, the eldest son of 
Ham, the son of Noah. From Ham, or Kuay, that 
land received its ancient name of Kuemia’. But it is 


tion to the birth of Christ. Scaliger, however, says that in order 
to make the reckoning square with the theory of his Julian period, 
and the cycles of which it is constituted, we must reckon more 
precisely 5508 years, so that Christ’s Nativity would be placed in 
the currency of the year of the world 5509. (Scalig. Can. Isagog. 
lib. iii. pp. 279—281.) But this modification (in which he had 
been preceded by the author of the Paschal Cycle) is theoretical. 
The late Mr. Cunninghame of Lainshaw, on the other hand, 
on very minute investigation, but also on theoretical grounds, 
reduced the round number 5500 to the extent of twenty-two 
years, placing the date of the Creation in the year B.c. 5478, just 
thirty years below Scaliger’s estimate. The variation of the two 
dates of the deluge given above will be found to be explained by 
this circumstance. The years from the creation of Adam to the 
deluge, according to the most generally approved reading of the | 
Septuagint, accepted by Scaliger, Hales, Clinton, and Cunning- 
hame, are 2262. There is not the same room for difference of 
opinion as to this, as in the computation of the interval onward to 
the Christian era. Mr. Cunninghame has pointed out the curious 
fact that the Septuagint measure of time from the first year of 
Adam to the year of the Deluge (= 2261 years) is exactly seven- 
teen sevens of the lunar cycle of nineteen years, that is, 119 cycles. 

' Plutarch. * De. Is. et Osir." p. 362. Psal. ev. 23. Hieron. 
* Quest. Hebr." in Gen. ix. 18. 
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from his eldest son that the Ethiopian race is desig- 
nated CusH; and, as Thebes was reckoned Ethiopian, 
its sovereignty for that reason, and also, as we shall 
see, for other personal reasons, claimed to represent 
the patriarchate of CusH. But since Cusu himself 
could not be at the head of a grown-up family, or 
incipient clan, before he was of the age of about . 
fifty-five or sixty, the effect must be to place the 
date of Noah’s leaving the ark, according to Dicz- 
archus, not thirty only, but about eighty-five years 
earlier than the computation at present ordinarily 
deduced from the Septuagint. We shall see by and 
by whether there be reason to think that the true 
and ancient chronology of the Septuagint was here 
in accordance; and it need only be remarked now, 
that if the full scriptural allowance of 400 years be 
made for the sojourn of Israel in Egypt, that would 
have the effect of placing the Septuagint date of the 
flood about eighty-five years further back, the rest 
being sufficiently allowed for in their having placed 
the exodus a century too high. 

The name itself, which with strict adherence to 
the Greek we may spell Srsoa-Knósis (there being 
nothing to prove the letter », which is only an adap- 
tation for the sake of euphony), directs us to Kuós 
or Cusa’, the son of Ham, and to the sovereignty 
in his line. It may be read ^3 TUU. Suesuakg-Cusn. 
The former part of this compound name or title, 
SHESHAKH, which is applied by Jeremiah to the king 
of Babylon’, is said by Gesenius to be of uncertain 
origin. I know not whether it have not some trace- 


5 LXX, Xovs. | 

° It is the king who is meant, and not a place (Jer. xxv. 26; li. 
4ly; though the English Authorized Version inserts the preposi- 
tion * of" —** King [of] Sheshach." 


un 2 z ape 
— € PES =— = e eS ee ee 


40 A STATEMENT OF DICHARCHUS. — [CHAP. I. 


able affinity with the Arabian word SHEYKH, which is 
not unlike it, dropping only the reduplication, which, 
on Horne Tooke’s principle of the Hpea Pteroénta, 
has taken to itself wings and flown away. The 
resemblance of Shishakh and Sheykh appears much 
closer than that of the latter with the word Zaken, 
with which Dean Stanley represents it as nearly 
identical'. The word Sheykh is used to signify the 
head of a tribe; and hence often associated with the 
idea of a venerable old man invested with a religious 
reverence as one holy. The first ideas of sovereignty 
sprang from this origin: and as Jeremiah might not 
choose offensively or with unnecessary plainness to 
express the prediction against the king of Babylon 
by name, he uses this term in its vagueness, yet in a 
manner sufficiently intelligible of his sacred majesty, 
as the principal Sheykh. Clearly no idea could with 
more propriety be applied to the patriarch Cush 
by his descendants than this of sacred tribal or 
patriarchal veneration, and holy authority thereon 
grounded. The same may be the explanation of the 
designation of the King of Egypt, SuisHax, to whom 
Jeroboam fled from Solomon. In this case also it is 
a tribal title, rather than a personal name; for we 
do not find this name of an Egyptian king in the 
Gentile historians, and we find that the king of Egypt 
in Solomon’s days was called by the name of Hophra’. 
If then this patriarchal title had become appropriated 


' “On the Jewish Church," Lect. vii. p. 161. Perhaps the 
word to which the dean refers is the same which is represented 
ina passage Gf Agathias, quoted by Scaliger, Xeyàvy Xaà, Segan 
Shah, which Agathias renders as equivalent to Xeyeoravav BactAcvs. 
Scalig. Canon. Isagog. lib. iii. p. 815. But it may be that this is 
rather the title Sagan, which we meet with in the Danylüuien 
d in Scripture. 

* Euscb. ap. Sealig. *'l'hesaur. Temp." p. 36. 
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by the descendants of Cush to their tribal chief, the 
use of it in this case might indicate that king of 
Egypt to be of an Ethiopian or Theban dynasty. 
Accordingly the vast army of the Shishak who in- 
vaded Judæa and despoiled Jerusalem in the fifth 
year of Rehoboam consisted largely .of Lybians, 
Sukkim or Troglodites*, and Ethiopians*: and 
within twenty-six years afterwards, in the eleventh 
year of the reign of Asa’, the Ethiopian element in 
the invading host, as much as in the reigning dynasty, 
had become predominant; for the army, then con- 
sisting of a million, is described as Ethiopians and 
Lybians, and their general in chief is called ** Zerah 
the Ethiopian.” Itis observable that in the Greek 
rendering of ** SutSHAE," which is ** Sousakeim," and 
in the Latin ** Sesac," as well as in ** Sesog-Khósis," 
the sh is represented by s without the aspirate ; and 
the plural form, which that name or title has taken 
in the rendering of the Greek translators, might be 
explained if the king was regarded as the ROYAL 
PATRIARCHAL HEAD Of a number of chiefs or SHEYKHS, 
each at the head of his own tribe; the prince, in 
short, of the Cushite clans; an honour which was 
no doubt, with others, at a later period transferred, 
by concession or by force, to the King of Babylon, 
as ‘ KING OF KINGS’,’—as we may say, “‘ SHEYKH OF 
SHEYKHS." 


=- > A people who inhabited all the western coast of the Red Sea, 
especially that bordering on Ethiopia. 

t 2 Chron. xii. 2, 3. 

* The first ten years of Asa were years of peace, 2 Chron. xiv. 1l. 

* 2 Chron. xiv. 9, 13; xvi. 8. An unfounded opinion has been 
supported by some of the learned that this army was not that of 
the Sovereign of Egypt, but Arabian. But the retreat of the 
army was towards Egypt; and what other power could combine 
the Lybians with the Ethiopians ? 

' Dan. ii. 37. The same dignity was claimed by Sesoósis (an 
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The chronology of Diczearchus, therefore, presents 
only a moderate elongation of that which is usually 
ascribed to the Septuagint: and we shall find by and 
by sufficient grounds for thinking that it is in per- 
fect accordance with the ancient and genuine com- 
putation used by the authors of that version. 

In this explanation of the passage and the 
chronology which it represents, we have been pro- 
ceeding upon what appears, on the authority of the 
manuscripts used by Casaubon, and from all internal 
probability, to be the true reading of Dicearchus. 
But it may be proper also to consider what view, or 
rather what confusion of the chronology, must have 
been held by those who first adopted that old corrup- 
tion of the reading of Diczarchus which we find in 
the Scholia to Apollonius's poem of the Argonauts 
in all the editions from 1496 downward*. This 
Apollonius, surnamed Rhodius, is said to have been 
the third librarian of the celebrated Alexandrian 
library, under Ptolemy Euergetes. It is not he, 
however, but his anonymous commentator or 
scholiast, of a later age, who has quoted Dicæarchus. 
The effect of the corruption in the quotation, as now 
read there, is to carry the sum of the time four hun- 
dred and thirty-six years further back ; which would 
make Noah the Sesog-Khôsis, or head of the 
patriarchal staff of Cush : while on the other hand 
there is an evident tendency in the Scholia to con- 
found that Sesog-Khôsis with Sesostris, who, no 
doubt, in a later period became the Sesog-Khôsis or 
Sheykh of-Cush. Now we shall have occasion by 


abbreviated form of the title Sesog-Khosis), as appears from the 
inscription he placed on the pillars recording his victories, Tyvde 
` , kd 4 ^ e ^ A , ` 
Tijp xopav OmÀows kareoTpéjaro Tois EavTov Bacirers fBjagiXéov | kal 
Oca róTus Oeaoràv Xeoóocts. Diodor. i. 56. 
5 Sec above, p. 36, notc. 
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and by to show that Noah actually was so confounded 
with Sesostris by Alexander Polyhistor. The narra- 
tive of the Noahic deluge has been mixed up by him 
with the story of Sisuthrus or Sesostris; and the 
cause of that confusion was the Cataclysm, or over- 
whelming in the Red Sea, of the third Sesostris and 
his army. There was therefore some slight ground 
of excuse for the mistakes of the Scholiast, or of his 
transcribers, whichever of them may be answerable 
for the corruption of Diczarchus. 


CHAPTER II. 


THE EGYPTIAN MYTHICAL PERIODS OF DIODORUS; THEIR SOURCE 
DEMONSTRATED, WITH A VIEW TO THE DISENTANGLING OF 
THAT WHICH IS HISTORICAL, 


N the investigation of the long theoretical Egyp- 

tian periods of time it is necessary for the 

reader to have clearly in view the following defini- 
tions :— 

I. A cycle is a period of time returning into itself, 
and reproducing its parts in the same order. 

II. The Lunar Cycle of nineteen years is a period 
containing 235 lunations, in which the sun and moon 
return nearly to the same relative position towards 
the earth at the same time of the solar or Julian 
year. This cycle, however, was not in accordance 
with the uniform Egyptian year of 365 days; because 
from the omission of the intercalary days of the leap 
years, there was a divergence of four or five days 
in nineteen years. Prior therefore to the introduc- 
tion of the Julian calendar they used a different 
Lunar Cycle of twenty-five Egyptian years, equal to 
309 lunations, of which we shall afterwards have 
occasion to speak, and which we shall call distinc- 
tively the Egyptian Lunar Cycle. 

III. The Solar Cycle of twenty-eight years is a 
multiple of the Julian intercalary period of four years 
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by the number of the days of the week. All the 
possible changes in the day of the week on which the 
Julian year commences occur in this time, and then 
return again in the same series. 

IV. The Paschal Cycle is a multiple of the Solar 
Cycle by the Lunar (28 x 19), and consists therefore 
of 532 years; in which period all the changes in the 
time of the keeping of the passover 1n regard to the 
day of the week and of the month had taken place, 
and would according to the Julian year return again 
in the same order. This cycle is often, but errone- 
ously, said to have been first introduced by Dionysius 
the Little in the sixth century: but it was not un- 
known to the calculations of the Jews from the time 
of the Babylonish captivity, as I have elsewhere 
-~ shown ground to think. 

V. The Julian Period is a multiple of the Paschal 
Cycle by the Roman Indiction, which was a period of 
fifteen years. It amounts therefore to 7980 years. 
In other words it is the product of the Solar Cycle 
multiplied into the Lunar, and that again by the In- 
diction (28 x 19 x 15 = 7980 years). Scaliger 
adjusted it so that these three cycles should begin 
together from the 1st of January, B.c. 4713 ; and it 
has this property that no year in the course.of the 
whole period had the same characteristics, as regards 
these three cycles, with any other year of it. Though 
this period is modern in its present form, yet we 
shall prove that there was known and used by some 
of the philosophers at Alexandria a great Julian 
Cycle, from which Scaliger appears to have borrowed 
it; a cycle utterly different from that which we next 
mention. 

VI. The Sothie or Canicular Cycle is the revolu- 
tion of the old Egyptian or Nabonassarian year of 
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965 days in relation to the sidereal heavens, approxi- 
mately estimated; which takes place in consequence 
of the Egyptian year not having a day intercalated 
every fourth year. This cycle therefore, if measured 
by comparison with the Julian year, consists of 1461 
of these Egyptian years, equal to 1460 Julian years, 
in which space of time the omitted intercalary days 
amount to a whole year; and the months and days 
would come round again, as they estimated, to the 
same point in relation to the rising of the star Sothis, 
also called Sirius or Canis, from which the cycle takes 
its name. 

VII. The Cycle of Echpses, the same with the 
Chaldean Saros, consisted of 223 lunations, or equal 
to 18 Egyptian years (uniformly of 365 days each), 
besides 15 days, 7 hours, 43 minutes, 20 seconds ; 
in which time the sun, moon, and nodes, after being 
once in a line of conjunction, return very nearly to 
the same position, giving rise to a recurrence of the 
same eclipse. The Chaldeans formed a still more 
accurate cycle of three saroses, amounting to 54 
Egyptian years, 45 days, 23 hours, 10 minutes. And 
Phny mentions an Egyptian cycle of 540 years; 
which may be, in round numbers, a multiple of that 
cycle by ten: for thirty measures of the Saros, if 
expressed in the Julian notation of time, are 540 
years and a fraction, or considerably under 541 
years, and form just one-half of the period which 
completes the whole recurring phenomena of each 
eclipse. Tacitus alludes to this or some similar 
Egyptian Cycle, stated in round numbers at 500 
years, and it is known that the whole of the recurring 
phenomena of an eclipse are sometimes from cir- 
cumstances completed in about a thousand years: 
but it may be doubtful whether the period so spoken 
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of by him bore this relation to the Saros, or was a 
rough, inaccurate statement of the period of 532 
Julian years, the Paschal Cycle, also called the 
Alexandrian '; or of a period of 532 Egyptian years, 
which seems to have been used earlier in the exact 
adjustment of lunar time subordinately to the cycle 
next mentioned. 

VIII. To these we may add what may be called 
the Luni-canicular Cycle, which was a multiple of 
the Sothic or Canicular Cycle by the Egyptian Lunar 
Cycle of 25 Egyptian years. Of this cycle also we 
shall have occasion to speak more fully afterwards. 
Its invention is attributed by Manetho, and with 
general consent, to Thoth, the Egyptian Hermes; and 
if combined with an adjustment of lunar time 
amounting to one day in 5382 Egyptian years, it 
would be almost absolutely correct’. 

Of these cycles the Canicular or Sothic and the 
Luni-canicular, together with the above-named 
subsidiary measure of 532 Egyptian years, as also 
the Cycle of Eclipses, belong to the ancient Egyptian 
mode of reckoning; and the Lunar Cycle of nine- 
teen solar years was probably known to the Chaldeans 
long before the time of Meton or of Manetho. But 
the Solar and Paschal Cycles depend upon the Jewish 
division of time by Sabbaths and Passovers, and 
also upon,the Julian year, or a year of equivalent 


! Mr. R. S. Poole (“ Hore ZEgypt.," pp. 24, 50) suggests that 
it was the third part of a greater cycle of 1500 complete Egyptian 
years, which form, as he shows, a Tropical Cycle, so named by 
him. Whether he has proved that the ancient Egyptians knew 
and made use of that cycle, or not, Tacitus seems to speak of a 
cycle, rather than the section of one, a thousand years from its 
completion. 

* See below, in chap. v. 
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measure?. There is reason to think that the 
Israelites in Egypt previous to the Exodus had 
practically lost sight of the sabbatical division of 
days, and we may therefore conclude that the week 
was not thus marked by the Egyptians*. The exis- 
tence of the Sothic Cycle, while it proves that the 
Egyptians knew the measure of the year to be nearly 
equal to 3651 days, proves also that they did not 
intercalate a day in the fourth year in the manner 
of the Julian calendar, but allowed the odd quarters 
of days to accumulate. We learn historically that 
the golden circle in the tomb of Osymandyas divided 
the year into 365 days. 

On these particulars we may base the following 
general proposition, which will be found illustrated ` 
by the results of our investigation :— 

ALL THEORETICAL PERIODS OF TIME DEPENDING ON THE 
SOLAR AND PASCHAL CYCLES ARE TO BE HELD NOT PURELY 
EGYPTIAN, BUT ÁLEXANDRIAN, OR JUDXO-EGYPTIAN ; AND 
THEIR INTRODUCTION IN EGYPT AND GREECE IS OF A LATER 
PERIOD THAN THAT OF MANETHO, IN WHOSE TIME THE 
YEAR CONTINUED TO BE ADJUSTED THEORETICALLY TO THE 
RISING OF THE STAR SOTHIS BY THE SOTHIO CYCLE. 


* Dodwell, in his work ** De Veteribus Graecorum Romanorum- 
que Cyclis," Dissert. ix. § 10, p. 380, admits that the same mea- 
sure of the year was known to the Pythagorean philosophers, and 
even practically used among the Romans, before*the Julian 
Calendar, but determined in a different manner. “Erat quidem 
is idem modus anni solaris apud Romanos in antiquioribus Julio 
Cyclis. Et Equinoctium viii. Kal. Apriles; sed pro modo Juliano, 
supponebant vetustiora Julio parapegmata, ut alibi ostendimus 
(app. ad Przel. Camden.) Sed potius à Magne Grecis, vel 
Sicilie, Pythagorszis instituta arbitror illa parapegmata quam a 
Grecia proprie ita dicta.” 

* Exod. xvi. 22—30. Deut. v. 15. 
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We proceed now to the statements as they are 
transmitted to us by Diodorus. 


The chronology of Diodorus has been much mis- 
construed; and it appears likely also that he, in 
some respects, misapprehended the meaning of the 
information which he received from the priests of 
Egypt, and from their books. But his works afford 
us to a considerable extent the means of correcting 
the errors arising from both these sources. To 
illustrate the prodigious degree to which statements 
may be fastened upon an author for which he is not 
responsible, I may cite Rodoman's Latin translation 
of a passage in the forty-fourth chapter of the first 
book, to the following effect :—‘‘ There reigned in 
Egypt (as some of them mythically relate), at the 
first, gods and heroes for rather less than eighteen 
thousand years, and the last king was Horus, the 
son of Isis. The kingdom was then governed by men 
for almost fifteen thousand years, down to the hun- 
dred and eightieth Olympiad, in which I came to 
Egypt, when Ptolemy, called the New Dionysius’, 
was king.” “Ab hominibus autem regnum per quin- 
decim fere millia annorum gubernatum,” &c. Now the 
Greek of which this clause professes to be a trans- 
lation is úr àvÜpcrmoev 96 Tv xopav BeBaowcvo0a, 
gacivy amd pupiddos éry Bpayd Xeimrovra TOv mevra- 
kicxtkiwv. But these words palpably do not affirm 
that they ascribed to the rule of men a duration of 
fifteen thousand, but of ** somewhat less than five 
thousand years." There may be a difficulty about 
the words dé pupiddos; but, if that be not, as is 


* i.e. Ptolemy Auletes, the father of the celebrated Cleopatra. 
His accession as a minor was B.c. 81, his recognition by the 


Romans B.c. 59. 
E 
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most likely, a corrupt reading, yet, even taken as it 
stands, it must mean ** of or from a myriad," not in 
addition to it, which would be expressed by zpds °. 
Wesseling mentions that some manuscripts give azo 
Moipidos or Mvpiédos, i.e. “from Moeris’;” but he 
justly remarks, that Moeris not being the first of the 
human kings, the reckoning cannot be begun from 
him. He proposes, therefore, either the rejection of 
the two words, or the substitution of avo Myra, 
from Menés; but he admits the latter to be a some- 
what violent change. I would suggest, on the evi- 
dence of the passage itself, as to the point from 
which the reckoning is taken, that the source of the 
mistake has been a contracted or abbreviated writing 
of AIIO M DP IXIAOX, for ato pév “Npov "Iaidos, 
* from Orus, son of Isis"—the same Orus men- 
tioned by Diezarchus in the last extract, who seems 
to be the Apollo or Exemplar of the human race, the 
ApAM of Holy Seripture, ** Son of God,” as he is 
called by the Evangelist St. Luke, whose reign pre- 
ceded that of all the sons of men; for Adam is 
called Al Orus in a Chaldean fragment, as we shall 
find. See also in the Appendix, Note A. 

If such an enormous mistake was possible to be 
made of the chronological meaning of Diodorus, and 
that by learned men, it may reasonably be allowed 
that Diodorus also, in some particulars, may have 
misapprehended the information given to him by the 


* Compare the difference of the construction in a parallel case 
in 7Eschylus, ** Prom. Vinct." 772, Tpíros ye yévvay mpós 0éx. dÀXat- 
ow yovais. 

" I see that this reading is adopted by Aucher in one of the 
notes to his edition of the Chronica of Eusebius from the Arme- 
nian. And it is followed by Sir G. C. Lewis, “ Hist. of Astr.” 
p. 332. 
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priests of Egypt, or by their books. It is manifest, 
however, from what he says, that as to their long 
mythical periods they were not agreed in their 
statements, or in their methods of arriving at them; 
but they clearly followed conflicting calculations, 
based upon different cycles. We must gather what 
we can from their agreements and from their dis- 
crepancies. 

A more exact statement of the longest measure 
which they ascribed to the duration of the human 
kingdom is given by Diodorus, as follows, in the 
sixty-ninth chapter of the same book :—‘“ The 
Egyptians affirm that the invention of alphabetic 
writing, and the observation of the stars, originated 
among them; and that, besides these, the theorems 
of geometry, with most of the arts, had been dis- 
covered by them, and the best laws had been esta- 
blished. And of these facts, they say, the greatest 
proof is, that kings of Egypt, for the most part natives, 
had reigned more than four thousand seven hundred 
years, and their country had been the happiest in 
the whole world, which would never have been the 
case if the inhabitants had not possessed the best 
laws and customs, and the best educational institu- 
tions. Now, whatever Herodotus, and some of those 
who have composed histories of the Egyptians, have 
improvised’ from memory, with the inclination to 
relate the marvellous rather than the true, I will 
' pass over; and, having carefully examined the exact 
statements written by the priests of Egypt in their 
books, these I will set forth." 

Thus the **little less than five thousand years" of 
the mythic? duration of their human kingdom is 


® Mvdodroyodat 8 airay wis, &c., lib. i. c. 44. 
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here otherwise stated as ** a little over four thousand 
seven hundred." Diodorus came to Egypt about 
the beginning of the 180th Olympiad*. Counted 
back, then, from the 180th Olympiad, which began 
in the middle of 5.c. 60, these years would reach to 
the middle of s.c. 4760; and allowing the “little 
over," this would carry back into the year preceding, 
namely, B.c. 4761. This reckoning, we shall pre- 
sently show, was really taken back to the beginning 
of an old theoretical measure of chronology, corre- 
sponding in its nature and use to the Julian Period ; 
in which the Alexandrians had forestalled Scaliger, 
if he be not convicted of unavowed plagiarism of 
their idea. The commencement of the Julian Period 
was fixed by Scaliger to the first of January, B.c. 
4713, which is forty-seven years later, or a “little 
more;" but that interval of years will be found 
exactly accounted for, resulting, as a consequence, 
from shifting the day of commencement from the 
month of September to the first of January. This 
theoretical period may, from the intercourse of the 
Egyptians with the Jews of Alexandria, have been 
applied to the outline of primeval history; and it 
appears that, on a computation somewhat differing 
from that of the Septuagint, they sometimes traced 
upward the succession of their kings beyond Cush, 
through the whole line of his pedigree, even to 
Adam, “son of God,” as he is called by the Evan- 
gelist St. Luke, to whom they thus gave the appella- 
tion of ** Orus, the son of Isis or Nature," and whose 
reign preceded that of all the sons of men, himself 
no son of man. He is called Al-Orus in the frag- 
ments of Chaldean history, as will be found below, 
in a table of their first kings, in the latter part of 
* Clinton, * Fasti Hellen." 
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Chapter V. The Septuagint date of the Creation 
is B.C. 5508, according to Scaliger, following, on the 
whole, the computation of the Constantinopolitan, 
Russian, and Abyssinian Churches, but s.c. 5586 
according to the computation of Abulfaragi, as Hales 
states it, which is here probably in closer agreement 
with the true ancient reckoning of the Septuagint. 
In the one computation, the death of Adam was 
B.C. 4577, according to the other s.c. 4655. It is 
therefore not remarkably wide of the Septuagint 
reckoning, that from Adam to the time of Diodorus 
is here stated to be a period of less than 5000 years, 
and over 4700. This reckoning may have first 
come to the Egyptians and Babylonians through 
Jewish channels of information; for Eusebius tells 
us that none of the Gentile nations had any ante- 
diluvian records ; and in the preceding extract from 
Dicearchus, and also, as we shall find, in the Chal- 
dean fragments which transmit the statements of 
Berosus, there is no record between Adam and the 
period of the Deluge. It is to be observed, however, 
that Diodorus treats that measure of time as mythical 
—at least it first occurs in an account of the Egyp- 
tian chronology which he expressly affirms to be 
mythical,—and there may thence be some reason to 
think that it was modified by them to suit some 
theoretical period similar to the Julian. 

It is true that the Julian Period was only intro- 
duced by Scaliger in the year of our Lord 1580; but 
the suggestion of its principle and method of appli- 
cation was borrowed by him from the Greeks’, and 


1 “Wee posterior Periodus Julianus dicitur; quoniam ad 
methodum anni Juliani ejusque cyclorum accommodata est ab 
auctore illius Scaligero, quam a Grecis ille mutuatus est." Petav. 
* Ration. Temp." P. II. lib. i. c. 4. 
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it was based by him on ancient and well-known 
cycles, namely, the cycle of the sun (twenty-eight 
years) multiplied by the cycle of the moon (nineteen 
years), and that by the Roman Indiction (fifteen 
years), giving a product of 7980 years. The last of 
the three cycles which enter into this product, 
namely, the Roman Indiction, took that name from 
the appointment of the tribute or taxation by Con- 
stantine at the end of every third lustrum, or period 
of five years. But it was not exclusively that civil 
and imperial application of the period which gave it 
importance in chronology; otherwise it had been 
more transitory. Petavius tells us that the learned 
in his day were not agreed about its origin'; and 
that the Greeks counted their Indiction, not as the 
Romans from the first of January, but beginning in 
September*. No doubt for the purposes of the 
imperial taxation it did not exist so early as the time 
of Diodorus; but at least as a multiple, or a part, 
of other known cycles, it existed. There is precisely 
its double, a Thirty-year Period, tpraxovraernpis; 
of the recognized existence and use of which in the 
time of the Ptolemies of Egypt we have singular and 
decisive proof in the inscription of the Rosetta 
Stone‘. Ptolemy Epiphanes is there called xvptos 


* Petav. * Rationar. Temp." P. II. lib. i. c. 3. 

* * Indictionem Romano more a Calendis Januarii auspicamur ; 
quam Graci ab antecedente Septembri repetere solent." Ibid. p. 745, 
ed. Lugd. Batav. 1710. 

* In the department of Egyptian Antiquities, Brit. Mus. A 
facsimile of the Greek portion of the inscription may be found 
given in Mueller's * Fragmenta Hist. Grec." at the close of the first 
or second volume. The Arabians, too, had a cycle of thirty years, 
or triacontaéteris, of the ingenuity of which Sealiger speaks very 
highly, Canon. Isagog. lib. iii. p. 247. But this was probably of 
a different nature. 
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rpuaKovraernpióov kaÜdmep o" HoawTos ó uéyas,* Lord 
of the Thirty-year Periods, like the great Vulcan.” 
Now Vulcan was esteemed the oldest of the Egyptian 
gods, from whom the generations of gods and men 
began their course. This Thirty-year Period, multi- 
plied by the product of the cycles of the sun and of 
the moon, would give precisely the double of the 
Julian Period; which latter would thus be compre- 
hended in it, and might correspond with it in its 
beginning, and begin again at its bisection. As 
thirty years are the measure of a generation, we have 
hence the stronger probability of its being employed 
in their theoretical computations of the successive 
generations of human history. The approximate 
coincidence of the beginning of the Julian Period 
with that Egyptian mythical estimate of the past 
duration of their human kingdom is therefore well 
worthy of notice. Of coursé this great Period being 
theoretical, and grounded upon the points of coinci- 
dence of the three cycles of which it is the product, 
the adjustment of it to the actual chronology must 
depend much on the point from which you set out’. 
The Indiction, as reckoned by the Romans, began 
from the first of January; as reckoned by the Greeks, 
from the September preceding‘. Scaliger adjusted 
his Julian Period so that the commencement is 
placed on the first of January, 4713 years before the 
Christian era. The Alexandrian men of science seem 
to have adjusted their corresponding cycles in such 
a manner that they took the starting-point not from 
January 5.0. 4713, but from the September of the 
year B.c. 4761. 


5 See Clinton, ** Fasti Hellen." vol. iii., Introd. p. xiv. 
$ Petav. *Rationar. Temp." P. II. lib. i. c. 3. See the words 
cited above. 
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The Solar Cycle of 28 years belongs distinctively 
to the Julian year, being the product of the Julian 
intercalary period of four years multiplied into the 
days of the week; and we know that the reform of 
the Calendar by the Julian year was in contempla- 
tion about the time when Diodorus went to Egypt, 
because it was actually carried into public effect by 
Julius Cæsar not more than fourteen years later, B.C. 
46. Public changes of that nature are not made 
without long previous discussion and preparation of 
the mind, at least among the well-informed and in- 
fluential classes. Dodwell indeed affirms, as already 
quoted, that the same measure of the solar year was 
in use among the Romans in cycles more ancient 
than the Julian year; and that they also fixed the 
vernal equinox to the 25th day of March, but instead 
of the Julian employed older methods. That mea- 
sure of the year is supposed by him to have come to 
them from the Pythagorean philosophers of Sicily 
and Magna Grecia’. Pythagoras may have im- 
ported it from Babylon. What marvel then that we 
find the elements of the Julian Period, or of the 
greater cycle of generations which contains it, and 
which is precisely its double, presenting themselves 
at the time of Diodorus; and that we find a 
theoretical antiquity based on their result, not very 
different from that which Scaliger has actually 
assumed as the theoretical starting-point of his Julian 
Period? The difference between the commencement, 
of the Julian Period as adjusted by Scaliger, and the 
date to which the computation given by Diodorus 
would conduct us, happens curiously to be the sum 


' Dodwell, ** De Cyclis," Dissert. ix. $ 10, p. 381 ; cited above, 
p. 18. 
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of the Julian Solar and Lunar Cycles (28 + 19 = 
47 years), with the addition only of the interval 
from the first of January back to the September 
preceding. For 4700 years counted back from 
Diodorus’s coming to Egypt at the beginning of the 
180th Olympiad s.c. 60°, conduct us to s.c. 4760; 
and that is just 47 years before B.c. 4713, to which 
Scaliger adjusted the commencement of his Julian 
Period. But the additional months back to Sep- 
tember carry us into the year B.c. 4761. 

Let us see then whether that month and year 
would give the requisite conditions for commencing 
the Period from; namely, that the Solar and Lunar 
Cycles should begin together, and the Indiction, or 
the corresponding Alexandrian cycle, at the same 
time. As to the last, we have already referred to 
what Petavius says, that it began in September. As 
to the Solar Cycle, in the first place, the year s.c. 
4761 like 5.0. 4718 was aleap year. But the reform 
of the calendar by Julius Cesar had not then been 
introduced, and the intercalation even afterwards 
was not made by the Alexandrian philosophers in the 
Roman manner by placing it after the Roman feast 
of the Terminalia, as a repetition of the sixth day 
in the reckoning of the days before the Kalends of 
March, bis sextus dies ante Kalendas Maritias, feom 
which the leap years received and still retain the 
appellation of bissextile. They simply added it to 
the five days called epagomene at the end of the 


* Clinton assigns that date to Diodorus’s coming to Egypt. We 
shall find a little after that Diodorus gives a measure of time 
which implies that at the time of his then writing it was probably 
the close of that Olympiad B.c. 57, or the beginning of B.c. 56. 
But there is no inconsistency here. He may still have come at 
the earlier date, as Clinton indeed proves that he did. 
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year, as one day over the 365 days, making a sixth 
of the epagomenz. This method became fixed for a 
considerable time at Alexandria, in their reckoning 
of the civil year from the date of the entry of 
Augustus into that city, August 29, B.c. 29°. But 
before that date, as it existed in philosophical specula- 
tion only, the position assigned to the theoretical 
day of intercalation, depending on the time at which 
the year closed, would vary with the termination of 
the movable Egyptian year, from which the reckon- 
ing happened to be taken. Counting back then 
from Scaliger’s commencement of the Julian Period, 
January 1, 5.c. 4713, forty-seven complete Julian 
years, and further back to the same state of the 
moon in the month of September (we assume it to 
be new moon in both instances), the interval must 
be measured by complete lunations, and gives us 585 
lunations, which by Mayer’s tables amount to 17,275 
days, 9 hours, 28 minutes, 62 seconds. Again, if we 
take 47 years at the Julian measure of 3651 days, 
and add to them 109 days for the interval back from 
January 1 to the 14th of September, it gives us 
17,275 days, 18 hours, or within six hours of 17,276 
days: and if we allow twelve intercalary days to 
_the period, it would be that complete number. Now 
dividing that number by seven for the weeks, it gives 
2468, without remainder. We are thus conducted 
back to the same day of the week; and the same 
day of the moon also; for deducting the exact 
measure of the lunations above given, from the Julian 
measure of the time now assumed, it will be found 
that the lunation began on the first day of it (Sep- 
tember 14th), the time contained in the assigned 

? See Clinton, * Fasti Hellen." vol. ii, Append. pp. 297-8 ; and 
vol. iii. p. 356. 
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number of lunations being just eight hours and a 
half short of the exact Julian time; or fourteen 
hours and a half short of it as reckoned according 
to the intercalated days of leap year. Inshort, from 
the l4th of September, s.c. 4761, the period would 
be reckoned from the same day of the week, the 
same day of the moon, and the same in respect of 
leap year, as from January 1l, s.c. 4718, to which 
Scaliger shifted it. 

Now, that the immense theoretical period which I 
have mentioned, extending to two full Juhan periods, 
was really in use by the informants of Diodorus, and 
that it consisted of the product of the Cycle of the 
sun multiplied by the Cycle of the moon (28 x 19 
. = 632), and that again multiplied by the thirty years 
of a generation, giving 15,960 years in the whole, 
appears from the following facts. Diodorus men- 
tions in the next chapter !, 52 native kings successors 
of Menes, or, including Menes himself, 58 generations; 
while here he mentions, besides, four of Ethiopians ; 
then, after speaking of the Persians, who are ex- 
cluded as wholly foreign to the succession, he says 
that all the remaining ages were occupied by 475 
native sovereigns, of whom five were women. Now 
adding these together (53 + 4 + 475), the sum is 
532 generations, which, at the recognized rate of 30 
years to a generation, give 15,960 years, exactly two 
complete Julian Periods. In short it is what may 
be called their Soli-lunar Cycle of generations, con- 
sisting of the Cycle of the sun multiplied by the 
Cycle of the moon, and that multiplied again by the 
Thirty-year Period or spwaxovraernpis, of the 
received use of which we have distinct evidence from 
the Rosetta Stone. 


! Lib. i. c. 44. 
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There is nothing parallel to this in the history of 
Herodotus; and the reason is that the cycles on 
which it was based were of later introduction in 
Egypt than his day. He states indeed? that the 
Egyptian priests had read to him from a book the 
names of 330 sovereigns, among whom there were . 
eighteen Ethiopians and one queen, namely, Nitocris. 
But even if these are to be considered all successive, 
the number here is of a different nature, bearing 
relation rather to the number of the days of the 
year. Thirty-five generations indeed would be 
wanting to complete the number of 365; but if the 
reckoning was taken only down to Nitocris, that 
supplement of thirty-five generations, though not 
specified, might be tacitly allowed for the period 
which had elapsed since the dynasty to which she 
belonged: and this is the more likely since in another 
chapter of the same book the reckoning is of 341 
generations down to Sethos. Now these thirty-five 
generations, if taken as Thirty-year Periods, and 
measured back from the time of Herodotus, would 
carry back to about s.c. 1506, or a year or two 
earlier; but measured back from the Persian con- 
quest of Egypt they would carry back to s.c. 1575: 
the latter of which dates may certainly stand in 
connexion with the period of the Sesostrian dynasty, 
and indeed affords an approximation to the probable 
date of the death of Nitocris, which we shall find 
reason to place about six years earlier, and about 
forty years preceding the Manethonian date of the 
Exodus of Israel. For it wil appear afterwards * 


* Lib. ii. c. 100. Compare c. 142. 

* Herodotus read his history at the Olympic games, at the age 
of twenty-eight, B.c. 456. Clinton. 

* See the general observations on the catalogue of the kings in 
the first section of Chap. X. 
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that while the Chronology of Manetho agrees with 
the Septuagint as regards the earliest period of the 
Monarchy in Egypt, it brings the times of the 
Exodus considerably nearer to an accordance with 
the Hebrew. We may therefore not unreasonably 
conjecture that, allowing thirty-five generations for 
the period downwards from the Sesostrian Dynasty, 
to which Nitocris belonged, to the Persian conquest, 
the priests at the time of Herodotus theoretically 
assumed a GREAT YEAR OF GENERATIONS as their grand 
mystic and all-comprehensive measure; taking a 
generation corresponding to every day of the 365. 
The interval back to Sethos and Sennacherib 
counted on the same principle is further from the 
truth’. But there is nothing here to indicate any 
different year from the Egyptian; nothing cor- 
responding to the cycles based upon the Julian 
Calendar, as they are indicated in the mythic periods 
mentioned by Diodorus. The Egyptian priests in 
their conversation with Herodotus evidently pro- 
ceeded on the Canicular Cycle, and have in one part 
of their statement furnished thence an antidote to 
their own exaggeration. For they told him that 
in the interval which had elapsed since Menes, the 
sun had four times departed from his then wonted 


* The excessive interval of twenty-four generations which is 
allowed in this case (which, measured from the same point, would 
carry back to B.c. 1176 or B.c. 1235) may be owing to their 
having confounded the Ethiopian king Sabacus, who shortly pre- 
ceded Sethos, with an earlier Ethiopian king, in some part of the 
unsettled times after the overthrow of Pharaoh in the Red Sea; 
a mistake which might readily happen, since that king also would 
bear the common title of the Sabaciis, or Sava of Cush, and since 
the name Sethos seems to have come by a gradual process of 
abbreviation from Sethosis, Sesodsis, and Sesog-Chésis, meaning 
Sheykh of Cush. 
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place, having twice risen where he then set, and 
twice set where he then rose. The explanation of 
this singular statement is to be found, as has been 
pointed out by Dr. Hales‘, in the gradual though 
slow revolution of the Egyptian year according to 
the Canicular Cycle, in consequence of the omission 
of the intercalation of a day in the fourth year. So 
that in process of years the winter months took the 
place of the summer months, and the spring months 
of the autumnal, and still proceeding onwards gra- 
dually revolved again to their old position in 
reference to the seasons. The month in which the 
sun rose with the star Sirius would thus when half 
that cycle was accomplished be reversed, and in the 
revolution of another full cycle the same reversal 
would have taken place again. And the time re- 
quired by the statement of the priests (which 
Herodotus has obscurely rendered, as one who did 
not understand it) would thus be not more than a 
Canicular Cycle and a half, that is, 1461 4 7304, = 
21913 years, which measured back from the time of 
Herodotus, say B.c. 456, would conduct to about 
B.C. 2647, a date somewhat later than the death of 
the patriarch Salah the father of Peleg, and so far 
not very extravagant; but which must be taken only 
as a general statement, with considerable latitude ; 
for it is a hundred and forty years earlier than the 
date which we shall afterwards show’ to be deduci- 
ble from Manetho and Diodorus for the beginning of 
the kingdom of Menes. The measure given by the 
priests to Herodotus, from its peculiar nature, might, 


* * Analysis of Chronology,” 2nd edit. 8vo, vol. i. p. 39. Mr. 
R. S. Poole, who follows the same view, appears not to have been 
aware that he had been anticipated in it. 

' See below, Chap. X. Sec. i. 
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without any imputation, be vague and inaccurate to 
this. extent. 

Thus of this vast succession of Thirty-year Periods 
mentioned by Diodorus, though each is the space 
of à human generation, all are transparently theo- 
retical; and their allotment to any actual human 
occupants is purely mythical, excepting only the 
periods assigned to the fifty-two native successors 
of Menes, and the four Ethiopians, which are to- 
gether 1436 years. There are, however, other 
historical measures related to these, which we shall 
find authority for; namely, 185 years for the Persian 
dynasty, mentioned in the same passage of Diodorus; 
and from another source 443 years, or about the 
measure of fifteen generations, perhaps including 
the reign of Menes himself. . These three added 
together amount to 2014 years. Prefixing to them 
a grand Soli-lunar Cycle of 532 generations, 15,960 
years, we obtain 17,974 years, or, in Diodorus’s 
expression, “a little short of 18,000 years.” With 
that theoretical cycle to work upon, nothing was easier 
for them than to get up great periods. The “not 
quite 18,000 years," so obtained, could easily be all 
assigned to the gods and heroes, and prefixed to the 
theoretical 4700 years of Julian time mentioned by 
Diodorus, or, to round the number, why not say, as 
he does elsewhere, about 5000? And thus there 
comes out Diodorus's other mythical number of 
29,000 years. When a grand theoretical succession 
of years like the Julian Period, or its double, was 
once set up, they could of course play with it, with the 
satisfaction of knowing that the eternal flow of time 
actually existed, with its supposed years and thirty- 
year periods as mapped out, whether there were 
men in them or not. Gods and demigods could be 
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had recourse to, if there were not men; or the sun 
and the moon might be supposed to rule the vacant 
spaces with the sceptre and insignia of Osiris and 
Isis. Mythically viewed, their offspring Horus was 
treated as a personification of the year; and in the 
fable of Isis seeking and recovering the scattered 
members of Osiris, and Horus avenging his father’s 
death and putting down Typhon, is contained an 
allegory of the Egyptian doctrine of the ravyyeveota, 
the putting down Death and Destruction by Time 
and the recovering hand of Nature *. 

It is clear that the cycle of which we have indi- 
cated the traces, depending necessarily on the Solar 
Cycle of the Julian year, was comparatively modern in 
the days of Diodorus: for the old Egyptian year was 
the same with the Nabonassarean, consisting of 365 
days without the quadrennial intercalation; and 


* Diodorus (lib. i. c. 26) tells us that by some of the Greeks 
the year is called ** Horus," and annual chronicles ** Horographies." 
map év(ous TÀy "EJXwQvev Tovs éyuwvroUs ópovs kaAetaÜa, Kai Tas Kar’ 
éros dvaypadpas apoypadias mpocayopeverOar. Wesseling, in a note 
on the place, cites in support of this statement Censorinus “De 
Die Natali," 19: * Sunt qui tradunt hunc annum trimestrem Horum 
instituisse, eoque ver, æstatem, autumnum, hiemem ópas et annum 
pov dici, et Grecos annales ópovs, eorumque scriptores époypdá- 
gous.” Which he supports from Plutarch, T. ii. p. 677 D, where 
Antipater says, rovs pév èviavroùs ápxaixos dpovs AéyegÓa, and 
also by reference to Atheneus, x. p. 423 Fr, to Hesychius, Eusta- 
thius, and the rest of the grammarians, explaining Homer's 
évvéwpov óapua riy and évvéwpov dAedap; and to Hesychius in the 
word 'Opoypá$o, &c. We shall find proof by and by that the 
king by whom the year of 365 days was introduced had also the 
name of Horus. It is to be carefully observed that the mythical 
application of these or other personages by the Egyptians does 
not exclude, but rather is based on, their historical existence also 
as persons, though thus parabolically transferred to a totally dif- 
ferent meaning. 

? Diodor. i. 21. 


CHAP. II.] — DIODORUS—MYTHICAL PERIODS. 65 


the cycle belonging to it was the Canicular, which 
was in use in Manetho's days. It follows that such 
parts of those periods of Diodorus as were at all 
ancient, are, if incorporated with the Julian chrono- 
logy, transferred to it from. a different computation ; 
and may therefore bear traces of incongruity in the 
fitting in. This, it will be found, is the case with 
the fifty-two generations of successors of Menes; 
which are introduced by Diodorus in a dislocated 
manner, after mention of the 475 sovereigns who 
were, as we have seen, plainly all invented to make 
out with them the soh-lunar number of 532 genera- 
tions, or Thirty-year periods. 

We shall now investigate the nature of those fifty- 
two successions and trace them to their place in 
Manetho’s grand scheme of Chronology. The trans- 
ference of them from the earlier Sothic Chronology, 
ta the Julian Soli-lunar, has apparently confused 
Diodorus as to their historical nature and place: 
and, after mentioning their total number and dura- 
tion, he proceeds to give many of the historical 
details of the period and succession, in such a man- 
ner that his reader is led into the mistake of sup- 
posing them to be details, not of that, but of a 
subsequent period. Whether Diodorus himself al- 
together fell into this mistake may be doubtful, 
because he is relating the statements which he had 
met with in books; and, as his style is not always 
distinguished by great precision, the expression 
“after these things,” with which he introduces the 
historical details of the succession, may not mean 
“after the expiry of the 1400 years of the fifty-two 
generations," but only “after the general mention 
of them in the books'." These details no doubt 

! This may be illustrated by one of the fragments of Diodorus 

F 
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were given after that general statement of the time 
and number of generations, and that most probably 
in the books of Manetho, which were the most 
accessible, being in Greek, as well as by far the 
most celebrated; but they are in fact not a sub- 
sequent time and series of generations, but the 
detailed account of the same, as we shall plainly 
prove. 


himself, from Book vi. (Wesseling’s edition, fol. 1746, vol. ii. 
p. 633), mentioning Euemerus's account of his voyage to the 
island Pankhaia, where he said he had seen a temple of Zeus 
Triphyleus, founded by that person himself, while yet upon earth, 
when he reigned over the whole world; ip which temple there 
was & golden column, whereon were inscribed in Pankhaic cbarac- 
ters the transactions of Uranus, and Kronvs, and ZEvs, in a 
brief summary ; and after these things he says that Uranus first 
became king, &c., év 7 rots Ilayxafous ypappacw trdpyeww yeypap- 
pévas tás Te Otpavod xai Kpóvov kal Ais mpages xepadawdas, perà 
Tata gyno. mpwrov Oipavoy Baciriéa yeyovévar, &c. Will any one 
maintain that there is here a second Uranus mentioned ; and that, 
in the summing of the time, the reign of the second Uranus and all 
the events following it should be added to the sum of the reigns 
of Uranus, Kronus, and Zeus ? 


CHAPTER III. 


OF THE EGYPTIAN HISTORICAL PERIODS OF DIODORUS.—-THE 
ACCOUNT GIVEN BY HIM OF THE FIFTY-TWO DESCENDANTS OF 
MENES, WHO REIGNED UPWARDS OF 1400 YEARS. 


T is scarcely necessary to bespeak the reader’s 
patience for the details which follow. The 
importance of the issue depending may counter- 
balance the dryness of the process by which it must 
be reached. That issue will be found to be the 
demonstration of the utter falsity of the chrono- 
logical statements by which men, who are glorified 
beyond desert as literary and scientific, have been 
assailing the facts of the Scripture history. We may 
set out by taking a text from Diodorus. 

“They say that, after the gods, Ménas was the 
first who reigned over the Egyptians...... And 
In succession it is said that descendants of the above 
mentioned king, two and fifty in all, reigned more 
than 1400 years, in whose time nothing worthy of 
record took place." Diodor. i. 45. 

Diodorus seems here to have mistaken the in- 
ference to be drawn from the absence of any record, 
in that particular place of the priestly books which 
he was consulting, concerning that long line and 
immense period. He himself had mentioned at the 
close of the preceding chapter, that the priests had 

r 2 
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an exact account of all their kings, their stature, 
character, and the occurrences of their reigns. Is 
it credible that 1400 years should be an utter blank? 
No: he himself has found (though it seems he was 
not aware of it) and has even supplied to us, the 
record, beginning with Bousiris and his eight de- 
scendants. In short all the native kings of Egypt 
were accounted successors of Menés, and the genera- 
tions of the successors of Menés were numbered 
fifty-two, apart from fifteen separately counted, as 
we. shall see. Before proceeding however with 
these, we may turn to one or two general facts 
which Diodorus furnishes as belonging to tke period, 
whether during or following the close of this long 
succession. These are furnished by him in the 
forty-fourth chapter, immediately preceding. 

He there mentions that among the kings there 
were four Ethiopians, who reigned, not in succes- 
sion, but with an interval, for a little less than six- 
and-thirty years in all. Then he proceeds to the 
Persian dominion, by which the whole native suc- 
cession was superseded. 

‘“ But the Persians,” says he, “held the dominion 
from the conquest of the nation by king Cambyses 
a hundred and thirty-five years ; besides! the revolts 


1.guv. These revolts must be taken in addition to the 135 
years. The allowance necessary to be made for them appears, 
according to the Canon of Ptolemy (which gives 194 years from 
the 5th year of Cambyses to the close of the Persian dominion), 
to be in all about 59 years. According to the list ascribed to 
Africanus it was more, without including the revolt in the close 
of the reign of Darius the son of Hystaspes, which was subdued 
in the second year of Xerxes, or the revolt of Inarus, which lasted 
four years, but confining the reckoning to the periods of acknow- 
ledged independence in the native reign of Amyrteus and of his 
son and successor Pausiris; and the native reigns of Achoris, 
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of the Egyptians, which they made from their in- 


Psammuthis, Nepheritus, Nectanebes, Tachus, Mendes, and Nec- 
tanebus. i 

The list ascribed to Africanus furnishes us with the reckoning 
of this period, not exactly in agreement with Diodorus's reckon- 
ing, but yet very illustrative of it :— 


Tue TwerEnty-sEVENTH Dynasty. Eicnur KiNcs. PERSIAN. 


1. Cambyses reigned over Egypt, counting from 

the 3rd year of his reign over the Persians. 6 years. 
. Darius, the son of Hystaspes : : . 96 ,, 
. Xerxes tbe Great : 3 : E 2421 a 
Artabanes, seven months. 
Artaxerxes . : : : i ; .41 ,, 
Xerxes, two months. 
Sogdianus, seven months. | 
. Darius, the son of Xerxes . . : .16 , 


OO P ON 


Together 120 years and 4 months. 


THe TweEnty-EIGHTH Dynasty. ONE KiNG. SAITE. 
1. Amyrteus’, the Saite . s ; s . 6 years. 


THE TwEntTy-nNInNtH Dynasty. Four Kincs. MENDESIAN. 


1. Nekherites ' : f : : . 6 years. 
2. Akhoris* . ; ; b. 3 73 . 18. , 
3. Psammuthis j i ; ; el y 


4. Nepherites, four riots, a 
Together 20 years. | 


Tse TuirtietH Dynasty. THREE Kines. SEBENNITE. 


1. Nectanebes * : : s : i . 18 years. 
2. Teos' : : ‘ i : : "D as 
3. Nectanebós * i s à ; ; . 18 , 


Together 38 years. . [OVER ` 


1 Not mentioned by Diodorus, xi. 71. See Herod. iii. 15, and Syncel. Chronogr. 

2 Called Nepepirns, Euseb. “ Chron. Can." p. 172 ; Nepepeùs, Diodor. xiv. 79. 
.* "Axopis, Diodor. xv. 9. 

* NekráveBis, Diodor. xv. 42. 

5 Taxós, Diodor. xv. 90. US 

* NexraveBós, Diodor. xv. 92, xvi. 41.  Pseudo-Callisth. i. 1, 34; ii. 26. 
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ability to endure’ the harshness of the oppregsion, 
and the impiety towards the gods of their country. 

“Last of all, the Macedonians ruled, and the 
successors of the Macedonians, two hundred and 
seventy-six years.” Diodor. 1. 44. 

This extends down to the time when Diodorus 
visited Egypt in the 180th Olympiad, when Ptolemy 
Auletes was king, as he tells us. The 180th Olym- 
piad began s.c. 60 and ended s.c. 57. Diodorus 
appears'to have come to Egypt at the beginning of 
it, 'B.c. 60, as Clinton shows; but he was occupied 
thirty years on his history, and was still writing till 
after the death of Julius Cesar, 5.0. 44 (see Clinton, 
“Fasti Hellen.” vol. iii. p. 211). Ptolemy Auletes was 
first recognized by the Romans B.c. 59 (Clinton, F. H. 
vol. iii. p. 393). Alexander the Great succeeded 
his father Philip s.c. 336. He crossed the Hellespont 
B.C. 334. Alexandria was founded by him s.c. 332. 
Darius, the last king of Persia, was slain B.c. 330. 
Diodorus in one place dates to Alexander's passage 
of the Hellespont, and in another measures the same 
period of time to the founding of Alexandria’. Two 
hundred and seventy-six years measured from these 


THe THIRTY-FIRST Dynasty. THREE KINGS. PERSIAN. 


1. Ochus, in the 20th year of his reign in Persia 6 years. 
2. Arses, the son of Ochus ; ; ; 5. A 4; 
3. Darius, whom Alexander conquered  . s 97 


Together 16 years. 


In all giving to the Persians 136 years and 4 months, 
And to the periods of independence 64 years. 





Total. í . 200 years. 
Which is longer than the reckoning in Ptolemy's Canon by at 


least four years. 
? Compare lib. i, e. 23, and c. 26. 
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events would give respectively s.c. 58, s.c. 56, or 
B.C. 04, as the date down to which Diodorus in this 
place had reckoned, and any of these would suff- 
ciently agree with the general facts ; but the second, 
at the close of B.c. 57, or commencement of B.c. 56, 
that is, at the close of the 180th Olympiad, which 
would thus be included in the reckoning in this 
passage, seems to be the most likely. 

Some decisive light, it is hoped, may be thrown 
upon the measure of time allotted in the above 
extract to the fifty-two descendants of Menés, and 
upon the epoch down to which it reaches. In re- 
cords applying to that remote time it is obvious 
that there might be, and indeed is, a liability to fit 
together the chronology of one scheme of the his- 
tory, with facts, historical or traditionary, belonging 
to another scheme of it; and though both may be 
substantially true, the effect of a mistake in the ad- 
justment of them to one another may be to shift the 
same man several generations forward or back in 
the history. If this should have happened in regard 
to Menés (and happened it certainly has, since Euse- 
bius has removed him so far back as to bring him 
into coincidence with Mizraim), the error may or 
may not admit of being historically rectified ; but in 
examining the measures of time, Menés may here be 
considered simply as the letter A, B, or C, marking, 
according to Diodorus, the beginning of fifty-two 
generations. In regard to the measure of the fifty- 
two generations it will be unimportant whether the 
historical person Menés really occupied that place, 
or whether some generations have been omitted 
between him and the beginning of the fifty-two, or 
in the course of that succession. There is, as we 
shall find, some very doubtful indication of this, in 


72 DIODORUS—HISTORICAL PERIODS. [CHAP. III. 


the apparent repetition of Bousiris and his eight 
descendants ?, which would accord with the idea of a 
period of some generations before the commence- 
ment of that main series. 

In the details with which Diodorus follows his 
general statement of the fifty-two descendants of 
Menés who reigned in succession, not all are enume- 
rated. He begins with the mention of a dynasty of 
nine kings, namely, Bousiris and his eight descen- 
dants; of whom the last bore the same name with 
his ancestor; and, after some particulars of the 
works executed by that king, somewhat discursively 
treated of in several chapters, he mentions again 
Bousiris and his eight descendants, of whom the 
eighth bore after his ancestor the patronymic name 
of Ukhoreus (Ovxopevs):. It may be concluded 
therefore that Bousiris also bore that name, which 


* Diodor. i. 45, 50. 

t Merà 06 raùra, karacraÜÉévros Bacéws Bovoipidos, xat trav 
TovTou mdAw éxydvwv Ókrü, Tv reAevratoy ópóvvpov Óvra TQ TpOTO 
$aci krícat riy nò iy Alyvmrríov kaXovpéyqy Ads róMw mijy peyáAv, 
vro 06 roy 'EAAQvov G5 Bas. Diodor. i. 45. 

Tov d€ rovrov ro) faci éwes dmoyóvov dydoos, 6 árÓ ToQ marpós 
mpogayopevÜels Obxopebs, ékrwse mó Mépdw, érijaveorárqy Ty 
kar AtyvmrTov, &c. i. 50. 

We have here, first, a series of nine kings, first and last bear- 
ing the royal designation of Bousiris, and by the last of whom 
Thebes was built. Again, starting from the ninth Bousiris, we 
seem to have eight descendants from him, the eighth bearing, 
after his ancestor, the name of Ukhoreus; so that the ninth of 
the first series, if not his predecessors also, bore the patronymic 
name of Ukhoreus. The last of this second series built Memphis ; 
and from this time, we are informed, Thebes declined in relative 
importance. "Thus Diodorus vaguely and uncertainly, as if he 
were not quite sure, indicates two series of the name. Never- 
theless, it appears to me that here Bousiris and his eight descen- 
dants pass only for nine of the fifty- -two descendants, and are not 
twice counted. 
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thus appears to be a recurring one. We may ob- 
serve that the third of the Egyptian dynasties (ac- 
cording to the list erroneously ascribed to Africanus, 
here in agreement’ with the evidence of a useful 
chronological compiler who writes in broken Latin °) 
has the same number of kings, of whom the first is 
called by the pseudo-Africanus Ekheróphés. Now 
this name on examination will be found to cor- 
respond with Ukhoreus. For it is well known to 
those conversant with the Greek language that the 
termination evs arose from the attenuation of a 
sound analogous to f or ph*; so that the name 
given by Diodorus, Ukhoreus (Ovyopeds) represents 
only the more attenuated pronunciation of Ukho- 
rephs, which seems the same with that written by 
the pseudo-Africanus, Ekheróphés ('Exepódygs). The 
rest of the list has been made up from names of a 
later epoch. 

It seems probable that the word Ekhérophés has 


5 Scaliger entitles the work ** Excerpta utilissima ex priore 
libro chronologico Eusebii, et Africano, et aliis, latine conversa 
ab homine barbaro, inepto, Hellenismi et Latinitatis imperitissimo.” 
It will be found at large in Scaliger’s Thesaurus Temporum, Am- 
stelodami, 1658; and the passage quoted is at p. 75. Eusebius’s 
Chronica, Greek and Latin, with the Greek Sozomena of the first 
part, Africanus’s dynasties of Manetho (or those which pass under 
that name), an excellent chronological collection entitled “‘Ioropioy 
Svvaywyn, with other ancient works, and some treatises of Scali- 
ger’s on chronology, will be found in this invaluable treasury. 

The barbarous Latin extracts are noticed, but not given at large, 
in Mueller’s “ Fragm. Hist. Gr.” 

5 * Substantives in evs and avs have been introduced among the 
pure roots only by the attenuation of the F: (acus, vafs) Bacı- 
Àcùs, vads.” Thiersch, ** Greek Gram,.," Sir D. K. Sandford's trans- 
lation, p. 119. The modern Greeks, and after them Reuchlin 
and those who adhere to his pronunciation of the ancient Greek, 
sound the diphthongs ev and av, as ef and af. Ibid. p. 40. 
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suffered a transposition of two of its consonants, 
and ought to be written Erékhóphés, that is, “of the 
city of Erech," which was one of the first beginnings 
of the kingdom of Nimrod, the son of Cush (Gen. x. 
10). This city, in the formation of the derived 
name of its people, assumed a v, and they were 
called Erekhóvae or Arkh'vites (Heb. "2?w. LXX 
' Apxvotoi, Vulg. Erchuæi; Ezra iv. 9). 'lhe city of 
Erech, or Orech (Opéy) as the Septuagint has it, 
was in the land of Shinar; and the Hebrew writing 
of the name of its people seems to me to point 
towards an identification of it with Urchoa, or 
Orchoé, on the Euphrates, some distance below 
Babylon; a city celebrated for a peculiar foreign, 
probably Egyptian, sect of astronomers and astro- 
logists, by which an ancient connexion of it with 
Egypt may be marked’. 


7 Bochart (Phaleg. lib. iv. c. 16) would identify Erech with 
the Arecca of Ptolemy, the Arecha of Ammianus, and the Arde- 
ricca of Herod. vi. 119, which last he interprets Ard-Erica or 
Ard-Erecha, “The great Erech.” This distinctive epithet may 
imply that there were two Erechs. Dean Stanley makes Edessa 
the other (Lectures on the Jewish Church, p.6). In the place 
cited, Herodotus states that Ardericca was 210 stadia from Susa 
(qu. from the Susian boundary on the Tigris ?), and in the terri- 
tory of the Kissians (qu. here Chasdim, or Chaldeans, then sub- 
ject to the same government with Susiana?). In his first 
book (c. 185) Herodotus mentions Ardericca, probably the same, 
and it was certainly not east of the Tigris. ‘‘ Nitocris,” says he, 
* Jed the Euphrates, hitherto straight, by a tortuous course, so that 
it came three times in three days’ navigation to the same village, 
named Ardericca.” One of these Erechs was Urchoa, of which 
the modern name, Arja, may even retain a vestige of the syllable 
Ard, from Ard-Erecha. The passage last quoted, which continues 
thus, kai vOv ot dv xopifwvrat dro rhode THs OadAdcons és BaBvAdva 
xatamAéovres és Tov Eipyrnv mvorapóv, rp(s te és tHv aitryy tavTyv 
KOPN TapayivovTat, Kal év TpLol Huépyo.,—might at first sight seem 
to require the reading ávamAéovres for karazAéovres ; but not so: 


CHAP. III.] DIODORUS— HISTORICAL PERIODS. 75 


The span of time of the two first of the Egyptian 
dynasties as represented in the lists ascribed re- 
spectively to Eusebius and Africanus, and also by the 
broken Latin Chronologist,is given with more or 
less inaccuracy; but they contain fifteen generations 
of descendants of Menés; and, as we shall after- 
wards find, the first fifteen generations are separated 
from all the rest by Manetho, as a marked chrono- 
logical measure, in a manner that might easily lead 
to their being left out of the account by Diodorus. 

With the formation of Erekhophés, as a derivative 
from Nimrod's city Erech, may be compared the for- 
mation of the name Memphis from Mén or Ménés 
its founder ;—Men-phis*. There is also a similar 
formation of the derivative name of another of 
Nimrod’s cities with the letter v or 1, answering also 
to $ in Memphis; namely, Nineveh (1033), Nin "veh, 
from Nin or Ninus: most likely meaning originally 


for the latter word may be taken simply for sailing towards land. 
The sense in any case here requires this meaning ; and, while no 
man could sail down from the Mediterranean sea into the Euphrates, 
he might sail from the Persian gulf into it, and might very well 
be said to sail down from the high sea into the Euphrates. For 
karamAéew is the common phrase to express sailing towards land, 
steering towards port ; as Scapula gives it, navigando descendere, 
navi devehi in terram. Schweighhacuser thinks that ard triode THs 
Gaddoons means “from the Mediterranean ;” but this, though the 
expression is so used by Herodotus occasionally, cannot be con- 
clusive where it makes nonsense of the passage. If necessary 
tyode had better be rejected than és before rov Eidpyryny, which 
he proposes. The object of Nitocris also being the defence of 
Babylon, suits the supposition of the winding course being below, 
not above the city; so as to retard the approach of any naval 
attack from the sea, and furnish the means of frustrating it in the 
passage. 

* pI Sermone Æg. denotat typeiv, servare, custodire, Matt. ix. 17. 
Jablonski, Voces Æg. ap. Stephani “ Thesaur. Ling. Gr.” Valpy’s 
edit. 
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the keep of Nin or Ninus, so called after its founder 
Nin-Merod, ‘‘ The revolted or Apostate Son,’ or 
“ The son of the chase ;” or, by a paronomasia such 
as was frequent in names, ** Nin, or Ninus, the Sub- 
duer ;" according as the second portion of the name 
is taken from TIÐ to rebel, from TI to rove or to 
pursue, or from 771) to tread down, to subdue. The 
two parts of the name Nin-Merod, or Nimrod, have 
left their separate traces, the former in the names 
Ninus and Nineveh, and the latter in the frequent 
Babylonian name Merodach, in which last the ter- 
mination may arisefrom composition with the Chaldee 
demonstrative pronoun 72 (dekh), as it were manatee 
Vile, ** The mighty hunter." 

The name Erekhóphés has undergone other trans- 
formations, chiefly by prefixing the initial N, for 
the name Nin, or an abbreviation of it. Eusebius, 
or the writer from whom we have the account of 
Manetho’s dynasties contained in the Greek Sozomena 
of Eusebius's Chronica, writes it Nekherékhis, and 
the broken Latin chronological compiler above cited, 
Necherocheus : the principal difference, besides the 
prefixing of N, being the interchange of ph with kh; 
of which interchange of the aspirated letters other 
instances occur among the names *. 

According to the broken Latin chronologist just 
mentioned, Menés was followed in succession by - 
seven descendants: then came another succession of 
eight kings': then Necherocheus (Ekheróphés), who 
was followed in succession by other eight. 


* Àn instance has just occurred (p. 69, note) in the interchange, 
of the name Nepherités with Nekherités, and another will be 
found in the variation of Phiops with Kheops. 

! According to the lists attributed to Africanus and Eusebius, 
the number of kings of the second dynasty was nine. The broken- 
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: Now the name Ekherophs or Ukhorephs, we have 
found, was borne by a king who is also called Busiris 
or Bousiris (Bovowpis), and this last name has 
evidently some relation to Osiris. The name is pro- 
bably the same with that which is given to one of 
the later kings, the son of Amyrtaeus, in the modi- 
fied form **Pausiris." The diphthong in the first 
syllable in both cases indicates a contraction ; and a 
contraction might easily be formed from the dropping 
of the liquid / in Baal or Bel?, Baal-Osir’, Ba’-Osir, 
and with a Greek termination added Bausiris or 
Bousiris, according as predominance might be given 
to the former or latter vowel in the pronunciation. 
The name in short is of the same origin and com- 
position with Pul-assur. I would suggest therefore 
that this name signifies “Lord of  Asshur or 
Assyria?," and that it is a name appropriately 


Latin extracts support the true scheme of Manetho, by giving a 
succession of fifteen in the two dynasties together; and with this 
Diodorus agrees. : 
- ? The slurring or omission of the liquid 7 may be illustrated in 
the change of Melek into Mak, for which see Lepsius, Egypt, 
Ethiopia, and Sinai, p. 182 (Bohn, 1853). 

.* The name Osiris is interpreted, very consistently with the 
idea of * THE GREAT KING," * MANY-EYED ;"—Up.eÜepuxuvevopévov 
piv yàp roírov eis tov “EAAnuixov tis Suadextov TpóTov, elvat TOv 
pev "Ooipw rodvopGadpov. Diodor. i. 11. Compare c. 13, róv uiv 
Oc«pw jeÜeppajvevóp.evoy etyau Avvvcov. These two differing inter- 
pretations show that the rendering is not to be understood as 
drawn close to the letter; and “THE MANY-EYED” suggests 
the fact that the satraps and other functionaries of the great 
Oriental monarchies were considered **the eyes and ears of the 
great king." dwomep peyd\ov fjaciXéos Od 0aAuoi xoi dra, Philo 
* De Somn." Opp. edit. Mangey. Lon. 1742, vol. i. p. 642. Xeno- 
phon applies the ideg to the Persian, the successor of the Assyrian 
(Osirian ?) monarchy :—xarepadoper S& ws Kai rovs [JaotXéos kaAov- 
pévovs dPOarpots Kai ra Bactrtéws Gra, &c. Xen. “Cyrop.” viii. 
p. 468. : 
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applicable to Nimrod, the founder of Erech, who 
went out of that land into Assyria, and founded 
Nineveh. Being thus a title of dominion or honour, 
it became assumed by the Egyptian successors of 
that first imperial head of the Cushite or Hamite 
tribes, after it had ceased to be strictly applicable. 
The Bousiris therefore whom we have found to be 
also called Ukhorephs, has in the latter name the 
same title with the king who, in the lists of the 
dynasties attributed to Manetho, is the sixteenth in 
succession of the descendants of Menés. Whether 
he was correctly so reckoned is another question. 
Perhaps some vestige of Manetho's information 
might be found incorporated there, though the whole 
dynasty were not to be depended on, but had been 
fabricated by fraud or error on that slight foundation. 
Of the first fifteen human generations of Manetho 
there is little if any thing given beyond a certain 
measure of time. As to the persons by whom that 
period was filled, or even their names, it will be 
found afterwards that the lists of the first sixteen suc- 
cessive dynasties which pass under the assumed names 
of Africanus and Eusebius are fabricated out of names 
taken generally, from a later period of the Egyptian 
history; nay, are indeed mere varying versions of 
the eighteenth dynasty: but at present we are not 
concerned with that question, which would here 
interrupt our consideration of Diodorus's account of 
the succession. 

We have noticed a vagueness in that historian’s 
statement of the first nine kings, Bousiris and his 
eight descendants, of whom the last was called after 
his great ancestor, Urkhozus; as if he felt not sure 
whether the series were not repeated in other eight, 
of whom the last bore also the title of Urkhozeus. 
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This want of precision may indicate some conscious- 
ness on the part of the historian that there were 
other generations to be allowed for as belonging to 
the series, but an uncertainty whether in that place. 
It is only necessary to remark that if this be so, it 
probably arises from the fact already noticed, of 
there being fifteen generations separated from the 
rest by Manetho, which must be taken in addition 
to the time expressed in the succession of the fifty- 
two generations. But, on a careful comparison of 
the several documents, these fifteen are not, either 
in part or in whole, to be prefixed to the series of 
Diodorus, but create an acknowledged break of ages 
(xpovev tro\\ov Sidornpa) in the course of it. This 
will appear as we proceed. 

We must leave that question for the present, 
remarking only on the name given to the first king. 
Menés is also written Ménas, and Mén, and with an 
iota Minés! or Mineus*. The form with iota corre- 
sponding to Mén would be Min. This may be 
nothing more than a variation of dialect from Nin °, 
or Ninus; and thus, as far as the name goes, he 
may be the same with Nin-Merod, or Nimrod,— 
Bausiris or Ba’Osír, ** the lord of Asshur," —Erekh- 
óphés or Erekhóvi, “‘ the founder of Erech,"—the 
founder also of Nineveh, and of another Nin-vi, 


t Mestpaip 6 xai Mivyns.—' AddOns vids Mivews. Euseb. Chron. 
lib. i. apud Sealigeri ** Thesaur. Tempor." (pp. 17, 18 of the Greek.) 

5 * Excerpta Chronologica." Scalig. ** Thesaur. Temp." p. 74. 

* Compare, for the interchange of m and n» in dialect, the familiar 
pronominal particles ww and vw. An illustration more directly in 
point may be found in the fact that, while Minés or Mén gave his 
name to Memphis, as Sir George Cornewall Lewis confesses, that 
city is called by Isaiah, Noph (ch. xix. 3), and by Hosea, Moph 
(ch. ix. 6, Heb.). Here the interchange of the letters seems 
actually to be in the name of Min or Nin. 
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Min-vi, or Men-phis in Egypt; whence also even 
one of the sacred Bulls, the emblem of Osiris, 1s 
mentioned ! as having been called Mvevis, equivalent 
to M’nephis *, or Men’phi. We also find the word 
in the same form, Mvevns, applied to the king who 
first committed the laws to writing *. 

This plurality of names seems thus to admit of 
unity of person by their careful analysis. How 
many heroes might be made out of the late illus- 
trous Duke of Wellington, if all the glorious his- 
torical titles, which, as many can remember, occupied 
so considerable a time 1n reading at his funeral, were 
treated as separate historical persons! Just so, 
Nimrod, the first founder of worldly empire, has 
doubtless left many separate titles of glory floating 
in the stream of old traditionary history. Eusebius, 
after Eratosthenes, has given us, as a synonymous 
name for Menés, the word Dionius'; and, as this 
is not a known name, we may reasonably presume 
that it is written, by the error of a transcriber, for 
Dionysus, who is without doubt the Egyptian Osiris, 
the same with the traditionary conqueror Bacchus ; 
and, as Bochart shows’, that last word is in its 


? Diodor. lib. i. c. 21. Strabo, xvii. 

° The diphthong ev is so sounded by the modern Greeks, and 
their pronunciation was adopted by Reuchlin in the reading of the 
ancient language. See Thiersch, ** Gr. Gram.” cited above, p. 73. 

? Diodor. i. 94. 

1 @nBalwv .... mp&tos éBacidevoey Myvyns OnBwirnys, @nBatos, os 
épunveverat Advios érn €8'. Euseb. Chron. lib. i. (In Scaliger’s 
* 'Thesaurus Temporum," p. 18 of the Greek.) By some Acdvtos 
has been conjectured to be miswritten for Aiwvios, but there is no 
proof that that either was a name of Menés, or expressed the 
meaning of the word. 

* Bochart, ** Phaleg." lib. i.e. 2, 18. See also my work * Isaiah's 
Testimony for Jesus," Appendix, pp. 540—548. 
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origin Bar-Caus, by interpretation “THE son oF 
Cus,” in fact, no other than Nimrop; whence, ap- 
propriately to THE MIGHTY HUNTER, Bacchus is repre- 
sented as having yoked tigers to his chariot. 

We may follow, then, for the present, the shortest 
reckoning of the successions, leaving out the ques- 
tionable repetition of the eight, and take the first 
Bousiris and his eight descendants only once, as 
properly Menés himself and the first eight succes- 
sors, the eighth being Ukhoreus. But as the first 
Bousiris appears to be here counted in the succession, 
Ukhoreus is thus the ninth. To him, on this view, Dio- 
dorus ascribes the building of Diospolis, or Thebes, 
in Upper Egypt °, or, it might be, its rebuilding and 
improving; for some, he tells us, attributed the 
building of it to Osiris‘. To Ukhoreus also he 
ascribes the building of Memphis, near the apex of 
the Delta, where the Nile divides. 

This king was followed, according to Diodorus, 
by twelve generations of kings, and then came 
Moeris ê, who may thus be counted the twenty-first 
from Bousiris, or, including Bousiris himself, the 
twenty-second; and who was followed by seven gene- 
rations of kings not named*, making down to the 
close of this time, twenty-nine generations, inclusive 
of the first Bousiris. Then followed Sesoósis, or 
Sesostris, who is thus the thirtieth. 

If the Moeris who is placed twenty-second by 
Diodorus were, for the moment, supposed the same 
who is said by Herodotus, according to the account 
of the priests, to have died less than nine hundred 
years previously to the time when they gave him the 
information, it may be observed that nine hundred 

* Lib. i. 50. * Lib. i. 15. 
* Lib. i. 51. * Lib. i. 53. 
G 
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years are equivalent to thirty generations, or thirty 
Thirty-year Periods; and that thirty generations 
added to the twenty-two which we have counted as 
ending in Moeris, would complete the fifty-two gene- 
rations of successors, of Menés. It is possible that 
the round number of about nine hundred years 
given by the priests may have been roughly arrived 
at in this manner; and that they had counted the 
succession down to the conquest of Cambyses, B.c. 
526, when the native line ceased for a long time, 
and continued in abeyance to the days of Herodotus. 
Thirty generations so counted previous to that con- 
quest would carry back the death of Moeris to about 
B.C. 1426. Probably the date ought to be at least 
- fifteen generations, or Thirty-year Periods, higher. 
There are, however, several kings of the name of 
Moeris; one of them Sesostris the Great, who took 
this as one of his names, and who was eight genera- 
tions later than the king who 1s here so named by 
Diodorus; another later still, Mendés, also called 
Marrhus (i. e. Marés, or Moeris), who lived in the 
Polybasileian period of changes, usurpations, and 
revolutions, which came after Sesoósis II. Their 
reckoning of the nine hundred years must have been 
to that last Moeris, and places him correctly in the 
time later than the Exodus of Israel. But we 
have mentioned that there are fifteen generations 
taken apart by Manetho, and therefore to be counted 
besides the fifty-two. And their exact position 
in the succession is not determined; for if the 
fifty-two begin from Menés, then must place be 
found for the fifteen in the midst or at the close, or 
partly both. From Diodorus we found it left ambi- 
guous whether or not eight of them were prefixed 
to the fifty-two, but certain that the whole are not 
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placed there; and there is reason rather to take 
them all as supplying the long interval of ages which 
he has noted (moAAóv xpóvov didornpa), which oc- 
curred soon after the builders of the pyramids. The 
estimate of the priests to Herodotus may have been 
given by them overlooking this. 

In the list of Theban kings by Eratosthenes and 
Apollodorus, as it is given by Scaliger, a king 
Marés, who might, from his name, be taken to be 
the same who is here counted twenty-second in the 
general order, is placed ninth, and is accompanied 
by a note from Eusebius, that it was in the time of 
the sixteenth dynasty among the Egyptians, in which 
Thebans reigned for 160, or in some copies 190, 
years’. The Theban dynasty here referred to is to 


" @nBaiwy Alyuvrriwv éBacikevaey & Mapys, vids atrov, 6 éorw 
“HAtédwpos, érn xs’; to which there is appended this remark, zap’ 
Aiyurrios érvyxavey us’ Svvacreia xaf Hv €Bacidevoavy @nBaior éry 
pË, & tio è åvriypáors pl’. Scalig. “Thesaur. Temp.” Gr. p.18. 
Syncellus, in our present copies of his Chronography since the 
edition of Goarus, does not give this note in the same place with 
the list of Eratosthenes. In some of the less doctored manu- 
scripts used by Scaliger (see above, Chap. I. p. 32.) it seems to 
have been found. See his notes, p. 413. Itis given by Bunsen 
in a Laterculus Regum Ægyptiacorum, which he has put together 
from successive parts of Syncellus (* Egypt's Place in Univ. Hist." 
vol. i. p. 685, Engl. Tr.); and he states that it is found, ex- 
pressly as a quotation from Eusebius, in the margin of the manu- 
scripts of Syncellus A and B, against the year of the world yppe’ 
(3145) :—EtoéBiss pow ort rap’ Aiyvrrio, &c. The year of the 
world here mentioned would make the marginal passage cor- 
respond, according to Syncellus, not so much to the ninth Theban 
king in the list of Eratosthenes, as more generally to the sixth, 
seventh, eighth, and ninth of those kings, whom Syncellus places 
from the year of the world 3090 to 3205. And these years of 
the world, according to the same Syncellus, correspond to the 
Egyptian kings of his Laterculus from the tenth onward nearly to 
the seventeenth. The last of these is Ousé, and his date, according 

a2 
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be understood as the same dynasty which, before 
the arrival of the Shepherds, reigned over all Egypt, 
which continued at Thebes during the reign of the 
Shepherds in Lower Egypt, and which recovered 
Egypt from the Shepherds; on which it became in 
Lower Egypt the eighteenth dynasty, as succeeding 


to Syncellus, is put thirty-one years later than Marés. But all these 
years of the world are of Syncellus’s fixing, not of ancient 
authority. Goarus, who first edited Syncellus, has a list of 
passages of that author, amended by Scaliger, and also of pas- 
sages alleged to be vitiated by him; in the latter of which he 
places this, in the following manner :—Mapys vids abrov 6 éorw 
"HAuó8opos, post hee de suo subdit, rap’ Aiyurrios ériyyavey ts’ 
Suvacreia kaf qv eBacitevoay @nBaior ery p&: & rice è åvreypápois 
pL’. Fallitur Scaliger; Mosis enim temporibus Dynastia 16 
proxima fuit, hzecque a Mari, qui anno 3205 regnare cepit, annis 
fere 600 cernitur remota (vid. Georg. Syncel. ** Chron." ed. Dindorf. 
Bonn, vol. ii. p. 323). The reason here assigned by Goarus for 
rejecting the passage is merely connected with his own theory of 
chronology, with which it did not agree; but that had nothing to 
do with the question of its genuineness, nor afforded any sufficient 
ground for imputing to Scaliger the invention of it. Scaliger, in 
his notes on the Greek of Eusebius, p. 413, refers to it, not as if 
guilty ; and the passage itself even refers to the existence of two 
various readings, in several different copies; nay, on a frivolous 
accusation of Syncellus’s, Scaliger treats this sixteenth dynasty as 
having been forged by Eusebius. Dindorf, the more recent editor 
of Syncellus, speaks of Goarus, as ** Scaligeri obtrectator acerrimus, 
mediocri homo doctrina, artis criticae facultate nulla, negligentia in- 
credibili” (præf. ed. Bonn). In these circumstances the subsequent 
disappearance of the passage, or its source not having been stated 
by Scaliger, involves no suspicion upon him. In the very com- 
mencement of the Chronicus Canon of Eusebius are these words, 
following the mention of the birth of Abraham. “Porro apud 
Ægyptios, XVI. potestas erat, quam vocant dynastiam. Ab hoc 
tempore regnabant eis Thebæi annos CXC.” This is so far cor- 
roborative evidence of one of the readings mentioned by Scaliger. 
It also contradicts the statement of Goarus, that the sixteenth 
dynasty was next to the days of Moses. See my table of the 
Manethonian Chronology in Chap. X. sec. i. 
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the seventeenth or Shepherd dynasty there. The 
190 or 160 years here mentioned were contemporary 
with the Shepherds, as we shall find, and were 
occupied by five reigns, correctly so given in the 
sixteenth dynasty of the Manethonian lists ascribed 
to Eusebius. If, then, that king Marés, the ninth 
king of Eratosthenes, reigned in the sixteenth 
dynasty at Thebes, at the time when the king of 
that dynasty was reconquering Lower Egypt from 
the Shepherds, it follows that he became the first 
king of the eighteenth dynasty, who is called Amésis 
(the same with Ousé); and it will be found that he 
was in that case not improbably the same man with 
the Moeris here mentioned by Diodorus as twenty- 
second in the general order, or twenty-first after 
- Bousinis. Ifit wasso, these 190 years did not begin 
at the birth of Abraham, as Eusebius thought, but 
after he left Ur of the Chaldees, while he was at Haran, 
as will be found on reference to a table to be given 
below in Chapter X. 

Next after the seven blank generations above 
referred to, Diodorus mentions Sesoósis*, or Sesos- 
tris the great, who is the eighth to these seven 
generations, and therefore the thirtieth in the suc- 
cession, inclusive of the first Bousiris. We may 
take occasion here to rectify the manifest dislocation 
of the history which occurs a little afterwards, and 
which has the absurd effect of placing the building 
of the three great pyramids from nine to twelve 
generations after the Trojan War. That war occurred, 
as we are told by many concurring testimonies, 
when Egypt was governed by Proteus’; and Pro- 


® Lib. i. 53. 
°’ Hom. Od. iv. Herod. ii. 112—116. Eurip. Helena. Diodor. 
i. 62. 
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teus is apparently placed by Diodorus about so many 
generations before the kings who built the Pyra- 
mids'. It is necessary then to remedy this trans- 
position, and to account for it in some manner. 
The builders of the pyramids must be restored to 
the period before Proteus and the Trojan War. 
Now, after Proteus, Diodorus mentions Remphis *, 
and then seven generations of peaceful kings’, 
among whom was Nileus, who gave his name to the 
river, which had previously been called Ægyptus, 
the name which was in use for it in the time of 
Homer *. This little incidental circumstance con- 
tributes to show that the septenary of generations 
to which Nileus belonged was posterior to the Trojan 
War, and to the age of Homer himself, since the 
change in the river’s name had not occurred before 
the Odyssey was written. These seven generations 
are then said to have been followed by Khemmis, 
also called Khembés*, expressly numbered as “ the 
eighth*," who built the largest of the three great 
pyramids, and who is the same whom Herodotus 
calls Kheops. "The last name may be the same with 


! Lib. i. 63. * Lib. i. 62. * c. 63. 

* IIecrratou 0. Atyvmrrov. eippeirqv ixópea0o Xrjoa 8 ev Aiyirrw 
moTapp véas apdtediooas. Od. £. 257. 

* Khemmis is also the name of a city in the Thebaid. The 
name is probably softened from Khembes, and may be the same 
represented in Eusebius’s list of the kings as Khamois. It is 
probably from the name Kham, and of the same formation with the 
names Nin-vi, Min-vi, Erech-vi (Nineveh, Memphis, Orchoé) ; so 
Kham-vi, Khem-bes, Kham-ois, or, by assimilation of the b or v fo 
the preceding m, Khemmis. Khamois is the fourteenth king from 
Mizraim, in the list of Eusebius. He may be not the same per- 
son, though bearing the same name with Khemmis the builder of 
the Pyramid. 

* Diodor. i. 63, ó6y8oos 5¢ Bacreds yevopevos XéuBys 6 Meudirys 
npke pev ern wevryKovta. 
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Phiops' in the sixth dynasty in the received but 
spurious Manethonian lists ;—a king who is there 
put as the successor of Methu-Supuis, and is also 
succeeded by Menthe-SurHis; and who, as belong- 
ing to a family of Suphis, may thus turn out to 
be the same person with Suphis in the fourth dy- 
nasty, in the same lists, there stated to have built 
the greatest of the pyramids, and to have been 
succeeded by another Suphis. But be that as 
it may, it is quite manifest that the three great 
pyramids were not erected so late as from nine to 
twelve generations after the Trojan War. Diodorus 
also mentions that the Egyptians were not agreed in 
their tradition as to them; and, therefore, neither 
Diodorus nor my reader will be likely to quarrel 
with me for restoring the builders of the pyramids 
to the ante-Protean period of Egyptian history, by 
the simple process of recalling them to their place 
after the right septenary of blank generations, which 
Khembés really followed as ** the eighth ;" instead of 
taking them after the wrong septenary. We seem 
to have a trace of the same dislocation in the cir- 
cumstance that Diodorus mentions Bokkhoris along 
with or just after them, and then indicates a blank 
interval of ages between Bokkhoris and Sabacus the 
Ethiopian ê who is said to have burned one Bok- 
khoris alive. But the earlier Bok-khoris, the Khoris 
or Horus who preceded that interval of ages, must 
have been another man, the more celebrated of the 


' See above, p. 69 note, and p.76. The interchange of Kh 
with Ph may be found exemplified in the names Nepherites, or 
Nephereus, also written Nekherites; and Ekherophis, also written 
Nekherókhis. 

* IIoAAoís 9 veTepov xpóvows . . . éBacidevoe rijs Aiyórrtov Žaßá- 
xov, lib. i. c. 66. 
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two; whose illustrious historic name had been as- 
sumed by the later but unfortunate native prince, 
or pretender to the throne, whom Sabacus burned 
alive. We learn indeed that he was a great king 
and legislator, who had the honourable surname of 
“the Sophi” or ** the wise," and was called the son of 
Kneph-Akhthos*. These circumstances afford a clue. 

Thus Khembés or Kheops, with his son! or brother 
Kephrén, and his son or grandson Mykerinus, also 
called Mekherinus *, seem: to come respectively into 
coincidence, the first with Sesoósis è who is Sesostris 
the Great; the second with the son and successor of 
Sesostris, Rhamses Sesostris II.t, sometimes con- 
founded with the brother of Sesostris, Armais, whose 
name is accordingly mentioned in connexion with 
the pyramid*®; the third with his son, whom he 
associated to the throne and who succeeded him, 
Sesostris II., called by Herodotus simply Pheron*, 
whose reign seems not to have lasted a year after 
his father’s death. He is not mentioned by Dio- 
dorus, but included in his father’s reign and con- 
founded with him, as Sesoösis II. The first of these 
is probably Bokkhoris **the wise," the second Bok- 
khoris ‘‘ the just’,” also called “the wise;" whose 


? Diodor. i. 45. | ! Diodor. i. 64. 
* Diodor. i. 64. * Diodor. i. 53. 
* Diodor. i. 57. 64. 5 Diodor. i. 59. 


* Herod. ii. 111. | 

' Compare what is said in praise of Mykerinus, or Menkheres 
(Miv-Xaipys), Herod. ii. 129, Sixas 8é od mávrev Sixaoraras 
«pivew. His son Pheron, or Pharaoh, called Menkheres after his 
father, and taking the title of Sesog-Khosis after his father and 
grandfather, was on the contrary extremely profligate, and if he 
was associated to the throne in his father’s life, in consequence 
of his father’s blindness, may have given that contradictory 
character to the reign, which we find in Herod. ii. 130—133. 
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reigns preceded Sabacus by that interval of ages. 
The resetting of the undeniable dislocation of the 
order of the history produces this identification of 
these kings, which will be found to be supported by 
other facts and justified by sufficient reasons. But 
if Manetho was the authority whom Diodorus was 
following, we may expect to find a trace of the same 
dislocation in Manetho's general scheme, which will 
be examined in its place. 

The reign of the second Sesoósis and his son 
Pheron,—the former the thirty-first in the succes- 
sion, the second not counted by Diodorus, but con- 
founded with his father,—was followed by the Poly- 
basileia. In other words, the monarchy became 
practically dissolved, and the power fell into the 
hands of many contemporaneous and undistin- 
guished pretenders (ovyvoi tives tov Owa8efapévov 
Tv apxnv), of whom Manetho, if he is at all repre- 
sented in the list attributed to Africanus, tells us 
that there were seventy who reigned but seventy 
days*. The troubles of the times have produced 
some confusion of the history. There is mention of 


The same story of the impious hurling of his lance against the 
Nile, which is related by Herodotus of Pheron, is told by Dio- 
dorus of Sesodsis II.; and the physical blindness of Sesoósis IT., 
. may have pointed the peculiar form of the reproach against the 
moral blindness of the son, whose eyes were afterwards opened, 
as we shall find. There were thus two Sesostrises of whom blind- 
ness was predicated. Diodorus fell into the error of supposing 
that one of them was Sesostris the Great, from not being aware 
that there were three who in succession bore the name. See 
below, Chapter IX. 

* The seventh dynasty, according to the list given under the 
name of Africanus. In the list attributed to Eusebius, the seventy 
are reduced to five, probably to bring the number to agreement 
with the persons here actually named in succession Amasis, 
Actisanes, Marrhus the Mendesian, Proteus, and Remphis. 
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a king Amasis, also written Amôsis °’, who attempted 
to establish himself; but an Ethiopian prince, Acti- 
sanes ', invaded the country, subdued Amôsis, and 
reigned, but did not transmit the throne to his pos- 
terity. At his death that Ethiopian conquest was 
broken, and gave place to Mendês, an Egyptian (a 
clipped form of the name, Ismandés, or Osyman- 
dyas), also called Marrhus* (that is, Marés or Moeris) 
after a distinguished historic name; who obtained 
the throne by the suffrage of his countrymen, and 
who prepared a tomb for himself in the completion 
of the building called the Labyrinth, which seems 


* Amasis, Amosis, Tethmosis, and Thouthmosis, are apparently 
varying forms of a recurring name, with or without the name 
Thoth in combination. Thus Eusebius writes in one place “Apwors 
ó kai TéÓj.oc:s, in naming the thirty-third in his list. Thesaur. 
Temp. p. 23. Apion, in his book against the Jews, is said by 
Africanus to have placed the Exodus of the Israelites under the 
reign of Amosis, and contemporary with Inachus. xara “Ivaxov 
* Apyovs BacauXéa, Aj.ootós Abyémrov [JagUevovros, droarijvat TovOatovs, 
dy yeverOa. Mwrvoea. Thesaur. Temp. p. 26: see also the author of 
the Epitomé Chronón. Thesaur. Temp. p. 280. But this was by con- 
fusion of the Israelites with the earlier Shepherds. Probably, how- 
ever, an Amosis was one of the Polybasileia, or many kings who 
exercised their power contemporaneously, after the overthrow in 
the Red Sea. The confounding of one of these with the Amasis, or 
Amosis, who succeeded the last Hophra, and who was the last of 
the native kings before Cambyses, evidently stumbled Herodotus, . 
when, after mentioning a tradition that one of the pyramids had 
been built by a courtesan of the name of Rhodopis, who flourished 
in the reign of Amasis, he observes, that it was not built in this 
reign, but that Rhodopis flourished very many years later than 
those kings who built the pyramids (Herod. ii. 184). The woman 
referred to in that tradition was probably the same called Nitocris 
and Skemiophris, who from the description given of her com- 
plexion (avô rìīv xpouàv) may very likely have got the appel- 
lation of Rhodopis. The king Amasis referred to was probably 
Rha-Amasis, Rha-Amesses, or Rhamesses the Great. 

! Diodor. lib. i. c. 60. ? Lib. i. c. 61. 


— A 
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to have been designed and in great part erected by 
an earlier king or regent, Lakharés. A sort of 
republic, with its President or Proteus, lasted for 
some time, and Keten, a man of obscure rank, was 
elected to the office. The monarchy did not soon 
recover itself, but the anarchy lasted for five genera- 
tions*. This will bring us to the thirty-sixth royal 
descent, whether inclusive or not of the whole gene- 
rations of anarchy; and the frequent revolutionary 
changes of government, together, perhaps, with some 
pretensions to magic and divination in Keten, seem 
to have originated the poetical fable as to the extra- 
ordinary transformations of Proteus. But the word 
Proteus expresses simply rò mpwrevew; that is, it 
designates him as in rank Primus or President; and 
the office appears to have been open to plebeian am- 
bition, from what Diodorus tells us of Keten, while 
he decides that this Keten, a man of low birth, 
was called Proteus by the Greeks*. The five gene- 
rations of anarchy seem to have been counted either 
as embracing within them the names of Amosis, 
Actisanes, Marrhus, Keten and his son Rhemphis, 
or otherwise as at least not adding to the number 
and succession of the kings. ‘They may be taken as 
representing about a hundred and fifty years. 

In what manner the monarchy again reared itself 
we have no record. Hhemphis who succeeded his 
father Keten, might, by some resemblance of the 
name, present the thought of the Rhampsinitus of 
Herodotus. But names recur in history; and there 
was an earlier king so called: for the story told by 
Herodotus? of the descent of Rhampsinitus to 
Hades, and his game at dice with Ceres, and her 


* Lib. 1. c. 62. * Diodor. i. 62. 5 Herod. i 122. 
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present of the Golden Bowl, suggests the tale of 
Thoth’s game at dice (or calculation) with the Moon, 
and his winning from her the seventy-second part of 
every day, out of which he made the five days called 
the Epagomenae, by which he completed the year of 
365 days *, which was legally authorized by Ramesses 
Osymandyas, and represented in his magnificent 
Golden Circle. 

After Rhemphis, Diodorus places seven genera- 
tions, among whom was Nileus. These bring the 
number, previously thirty-six, up to forty-three. 
Then come the three misplaced kings whom we have 
already removed and restored to their true position. 
Nevertheless, as they here occupy the place of three 
lineal descents, that rectifying of their misplacement 
and identifying of them with Sesoósis I. and II. and 
Pheron, must not be allowed to have the effect of 
striking out three successions from being taken 
account of in the estimated fifty-two; but we must 
count three blank successions, the error having only 
consisted in filing them in with wrong names. 
These therefore bring the number to forty-six. 

Tnephakhthos’ (Kneph-Akhthos), the father of 
Bokkhoris “the Sophi,” had been named earlier, 
but without any indication of his true place in the 
series; and now Bokkhoris®, his son, with a wide 
space between the mention of the father and the 
son, and an expressed interval of ages between 
Bokkhoris and Sabacus the Ethiopian. Whence it 
may plainly appear, as above remarked, that the 
Bokkhoris of whom Kneph-Akhthos was father, was 
a different person from the later prince ordinarily 
known by that name, who was taken and burnt 


* Plut. * De Is. and Osir." Sir Is. Newton, ** Chron." p. 209. 
' Diodor. 1. 45. 3 i, 65. 
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alive by Sabacus. The sameness of the recurring 
name may have had something to do with the con- 
fusing of the order. The reckoning of the number 
of the kings is not affected by the question of their 
exact position in the series; and Kneph-Akhthos 
and Bokkhoris would complete the forty-eighth 
descent, were it not that the Bokkhoris named was 
identical, as will be found, with Khoris or Horus, 
a name of Sesostris, who has been already 
counted; and therefore his father Kneph-Akhthos 
was one of the seven preceding Sesostris, and had 
also been counted. There is therefore only that 
Bokkhoris to be here reckoned with whom the son 
of Kneph-Akhthos is generally confounded, but who 
is a totally distinct person. This makes the number 
of kings down to this point in the series forty-seven. 
Following after the forty-seven generations which 
have been enumerated, Sabacus is not reckoned, 
being not a native but an Ethiopian prince; but 
Psammiticus, Necho, Psammis?, Hophra, and Amasis 
complete the fifty-two successions’. 
The Dodecarchy, or reign of the twelve contempo- 
raneous kings, is sufficiently represented in Psammi- 
ticus, who was one of the twelve before he became 


* Diodor. lib. i. 68. Necho and Psammis are not named, but 
Hophra is mentioned as four generations later than Psammiticus ; 
that is, reckoning the generations as inclusive of Psammiticus and 
Hophra ; for the four generations are Psammiticus, Necho, Psam- 
mis, and Hophra, who is otherwise called Apries. 

1 The reign of Amasis is counted by Diodorus down to the 
conquest of Cambyses, Ol. 63. 3; equivalent to B.c. 526. Amasis 
certainly died immediately before that invasion, or just upon its 
commencement. Diodor. i. 68. Herod. iii. 10. The reign of 
his son Psammenitus is therefore not counted separately from his 
according to Diodorus, but fifty-five years are assigned to the 
reign of Amasis. 
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sole king; and it is also partly represented in others 
of the sovereigns who have been mentioned, more 
particularly it was closely connected with the period 
and reign of Sabacus; the twelve kings having held 
their contemporaneous power under the Ethiopian 
suzerainty. 

It 1s probably from confounding this Dodecarchy 
with the earlier Polybasileia, which came after the 
reign of Sesoósis IL, that Herodotus has erred so 
much in assigning the construction of the Labyrinth 
to so late a period as the Dodecarchy ; while Diodo- 
rus, as we have remarked, places it in the earlier 
time. Whatever was the use for which it was de- 
signed by the king who built it, of which Herodotus 
gives a different account, it appears to have served 
the purpose of his tomb, and that of other succes- 
sive kings, and crocodiles. 

It is unnecessary for our present purpose to - 
pursue the details of Diodorus any further. The 
period to which we have come is one which we have 
formerly investigated’, and we have completed the 
numeration of the successive reigns of the fifty-two 
who are accounted descendants of Menés, down to 
the Persian Conquest, when the succession of the 
native princes was cut off. We have found and 
have reset a dislocation of the history, and we have 
arrived at some important facts regarding the period 
following the reign of Sesoósis the Great, which we 
shall have occasion to return to afterwards, for fuller 
illustration of the history. Above all we have 
accomplished something towards removing the mon- 
strous error of placing Menés, and all the succession 
of his fifty-two descendants with their whole four- 


* See Appendix of “ Isaiah’s Testimony for Jesus.” 
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teen hundred years, before the accession of the first 
of the said fifty-two, in their more detailed enumera- 
tion! The general heading and statement of the 
sum had thus been treated as a thing to be added 
to the particulars of which it is the sum! If Dio- 
dorus himself is not clear of this mistake, he has 
furnished the data for its correction; and his par- 
ticipation in the mistake is less important, because 
he is simply the reporter, not the author, of the 
Chronology. After all, it is to the statements of 
Manetho that we are brought as our authority; for 
his appears to have been the principal, if not the 
only, priestly book accessible to Greeks. And it is at 
least extremely improbable that, in referring to the 
books of the priests, Diodorus should have neglected 
the work written expressly on the subject by the 
high priest Manetho, for the information, and by the 
command of king Ptolemy Philadelphus. We there- 
fore proceed to show that, from that source, there is 
the best illustration and proof of the view of the 
Chronology of Diodorus which has been presented 
above. The calculation of the time and comparison 
of the facts of the history we may defer till we have 
before us a clear and comprehensive statement of 
Manethoó, which furnishes their best exponent. 
Meanwhile it may be obvious to the reader that 
the view which has been presented restores the 
Chronology furnished by Diodorus to something 
coherent and consecutive within itself. The period 
of fourteen hundred years is to be taken with the 
addition of thirty-five years, for those portions of 
the four Ethiopian reigns which were not included 
in the reigns of some contemporary native princes 
in the succession. To that sum the years of the 
Persian dynasty are to be added, and then the 
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years of the Macedonian kings and their successors, 
down to the time of Diodorus, 276 years. But on 
the misconstruction which has hitherto been followed 
by all the writers, there is placed an enormous hiatus 
of generations after generations, carefully detailed, 
without the mention of any time at all, except in one 
or two instances, and this in the midst between 
periods carefully numbered. By the view which we 
have taken, the sums of years stated by Diodorus 
give the following general result :— 


52 generations of native kings successors of 


Menés, time given by Diodorus, above  . . 1400 years. 
Four Ethiopians i : i ; à ; 95 ,, 
Persian Dynasty : 135 ,„ 


Macedonian kings and deir successors dowi i 
the time when Diodorus was writing in Egypt. — 276 ,, 
Add for that date B.C. ; : . : à ó7 , 


Sum above 1908 ,, 


To these, as will afterwards appear, we must add, 
according to Manetho, for the measure of 
fifteen more generations separately counted in 
his chronology (a period of which we have 


found also some indistinct traces in Diodorus). — 443 ,, 
Allow for the reign of Menés himself, according 
to Eusebius . ; : á ; i š 62 ,, 


Thus we arrive at a date a little earlier than B.c. 2408  ,, 
This is so far from being too early, that it is not 

early enough. Plainly there is too reduced an 

estimate for the four Ethiopians by at least 

twenty years; which, being added, we have 20 , 


B.C. 2428 ,, 


But even the last number is lower than that 
deducible from the Septuagint for Nimrod; and, 
by comparison with other data from Manetho, we 
shall find reason to put it seventy-three years higher. 
See below, Chap. X. 
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Compare also collaterally the date assigned by 
Simplicius to the early Babylonian astronomical 
observations, which were sent by Callisthenes to 
Aristotle. These, he tells us in his commentary on 
Aristotle’s work “De Coelo,” Porphyry stated to 
extend over a period of 1903 years, down to the 
time of Alexander the Great?. And these numbers, 
compared with the date of Alexander, would give 
1903 + 330 = B.c. 2233, for the date at which 
those astronomical observations commenced. Here 
we have a scientific statement, on a scientific point, 
which none but the most incompetent would for a 
moment put in comparison with the vague and 
varying statements of mythical romance; and 
according to this statement the earliest of the 
astronomical observations was 196 years after the 
Septuagint date of the confusion of tongues at 
Babel. , 


* See the passage quoted in Clinton’s “ Fasti Hellenici,” vol. iii, 
p. 505. 





CHAPTER IV. 


THE GENERAL SCHEME OF MANETHO'S CHRONOLOGY RESTORED, 
FROM HIS OWN STATEMENT. 


N important passage of Manetho has been pre- 
served to us, containing a distinct view of the 
general scheme of his Chronology, professedly ex- 
tracted in his own words; by the aid of which, in 
conjunction with the other evidence, it may be 
demonstrated that the numbering of the dynasties 
ascribed to Manetho, as given by the authors or 
transmitters of the dynastie lists which pass erro- 
 neously under the names of Eusebius and Africanus, 
in which they differ much from one another, is in 
the case of both founded on a grand mistake, and 
that the chronology which has been based on the 
summing of these dynastic lists contains an enor- 
mous error, of which Manetho is guiltless. 

The passage which I refer to has been badly 
treated, and feebly as well as groundlessly impugned. 
It is to be found on page 6 of the Greek Sozomena 
of the first book of Eusebius’s Chronica, in Scaliger’s 
Thesaurus Temporum ; whose copy of it, though not 
perfect, affords a much better key than the more 
corrupted form in which it is given in our editions 
of the Chronography of Syncellus; for into the 
latter some details of the duration of the reigns of 


CHAP. IV.] | MANETHO’S GENERAL SCHEME. |. .99 


particular gods have been introduced, possibly 
garbled from the same volume of Manetho, but 
certainly not belonging to this passage, which pre- 
sented only the general scheme. The effect of that 
interpolation, made evidently by persons who did not 
understand the structure of the general scheme, has 
been very greatly to obscure it. But the extract 
originally was not the writing of one who took the 
chronology of Manetho at second hand, but who had 
before him Manetho’s work itself; from which he 
quotes the words of his dedication to Ptolemy Phila- 
delphus, and then à passage containing the general 
scheme of his Chronology; both being taken from 
the book of Sothis', as the first volume of his 


! It has been groundlessly objected to this citation, that we 
have not elsewhere this title of a book of Manetho. It cannot 
surely be concluded that all his works, and all their books or 
subdivisions, were mentioned in each place, or even in all places 
together, in. which he is referred to. Josephus mentions that 
Manetho wrote in Greek all the history of the Egyptians, and he 
calls this work his gyptiaca. It was in three volumes, the 
first of which treated of “the kingdom of the gods and semi- 
divine kings,” as we are told by the author of the Barbarous- 
Latin Extracts. This, we may at least understand, formed the 
principal and leading part of the volume; but the human kings 
down to Ammenemés, the ancestor of the so-called twelfth 
dynasty, were also contained in it, as we learn from the lists of 
dynasties ascribed to Africanus and Eusebius. The second 
volume carried the history down from Ammenemés to the close of 
the nineteenth dynasty, if we may trust the same lists thus far. 
Where is the improbability that each volume, or book, of the 
JEgyptiaca had some distinctive title; and that the general 
scheme of the Chronology being based on the Sothie Cycle, the 
first book, or volume, which contained it was thus called the book 
of Sothis? We know from the Excerpta Barbara that the sub- 
ject of the first volume was “the kingdom of the gods.” But, 
again, Josephus mentions that Manetho wrote particularly re- 
specting the theology of the Egyptians, both in the Sacred book 
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ZEgypliaca appears to be there called; “in which,” 
says Eusebius, or the relator, ** he writes as follows 
Lo the great king Ptolemy Philadelphus Sebastos ?." 

* MANETHO, high priest, and scribe of the sacred 
shrines in Egypt, by descent a Sebennytian, of the 
city of Heliopolis, to my Lord Ptolemy, greeting. 

* [t behoves me, O greatest King, to esteem of 


which he composed and in his other writings; and Porphyry 
mentions one, mepì åpyaïspoð Kat evioeBetas, Euseb. Prep. Evang. 
iv. 16. Now, as Manetho measured the reigns of the gods by 
the Sothic Cycle, and connected them with the dynasties of men 
by which they were succeeded, where is the reasonable objection 
to the title? There are “other works” also referred to without 
title. The objection is to the last degree frivolous and con- 
temptible. 

* These may be taken as the words of Eusebius, or of the 
relator whoever he was, speaking of Manetho as ypddwy otrws 
Baciret peyddw TroAeuaiw irad&Adw oeBaore. An untenable 
objection has been taken to the genuineness of this Epistle, 
grounded on this word Sebastos, in consequence of its having 
been adopted by the Roman Emperors, as a title of majesty in the 
Greek language, corresponding to Augustus in the Latin; as if 
that were a proof that this Epistle must belong to the period 
subsequent to the Roman conquest of Egypt. To this it may be 
replied, 1st. That SEBAsTOS was not so much a Greek rendering 
of the title AUGUSTUS, as a substitute for it, derived from the 
religious veneration and divine honours assumed by the Mace- 
donian kings and their Oriental and Egyptian predecessors in the 
sovereignty. Compare eéfjacua. The Roman Emperors did not 
export that idea of monarch-worship into the East, but adopted it 
thence. The criticism is therefore inconclusive in its broadest 
principle. 2ndly. If it were true that the word marked the 
Roman period, yet any one may see that the word is not any 
part of the letter, but is used by the later writer who quotes 
it, or at most only occurs in a title written over it. For in their 
epistles the ancients placed the name of the writer first. What 
matter then if this title were written over the quotation by a 
later hand ? The Epistle itself simply designates the king “my 
Lord Ptolemy,” and “the greatest king." Scaliger, in his notes, 
p. 409, suggests that this word is by a later hand. 
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the highest importance the matters which you wish 
me to investigate; and in reply to your inquiry as 
to the things which are about to happen in the 
world, there shall be disclosed to you the sacred 
books which I have acquainted myself with, written 
by my great forefather Hermes the thrice greatest?." 


THE KINGDOM OF THE GODS, ACCORDING TO THE OLD 
RECKONING OF TIME‘. 


.  (Ketracted from the books of Manetho). 


‘There is no measured time of Vulean, on 
account of his shining night and day. Next 
reigned Kronos, and all the other gods twelve, a 
period of three thousand, and [three] myriad *, and 


* An objection has been founded on the word tpiopeyicrou, 
which we shall have occasion to notice afterwards. 

* The kingdom of the gods and of the demi-gods, was the 
subject of the first volume of the ‘“gyptiaca.” It must be re- 
membered, as before pointed out (p. 14), that xara 7d madadv 
xpovixoy is not the Greek for “according to the old Chronicle, or 
Chronography,” which would be expressed by the plural, ra 
xpovixd. Syncellus’s speaking of it as maAadv rt xpovoypadetor, 


is therefore a grammatical mistake on his part, by which he has 


misled all the later critics. . 
5 It is to be observed that the numeral mark M employed for 


a myriad in this passage, as given by Scaliger, is the same with 
one form of the San, or Sanpi, which is used to denote 900, and 
found repeatedly in that sense in Scaliger’s Greek text of Euse- 
bius’s Chronica, Thesaur. Temp. ed. Amstelodami, 1658. The 
form is given also in Scaliger’s Animadversiones in the same col- 
lection, p. 110, in his Digressio de literarum Ionicarum origine. 
But there cannot be a doubt that it here denotes myriads, as is 
demonstrable from the passage itself; while the ambiguity arising 
from this double use of it accounts for several of the corruptions 
of the passage. The same numeral mark has also been mistaken 
in one instance for A, and read 1000, but that case is foreign to 
the present. 
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eight hundred and four years*. Next the semi- 
divine kings, fifty in number, eight hundred and 
seventeen years’: and after them fifteen generations 


* The number as it now stands is written T' fA r ô, but erro- 


neously, as will be found on casting the numbers together. The 
notation of the number of the myriads is by mistake omitted, but 


is afterwards given in the passage itself A ye The w has arisen 
from mistaking w, as will afterwards appear. The period is 
33,804 years: the notation should be read y, 4 "e" 8; or, y 


My, wo. 

* The number is erroneously written éry of instead of wif 
(217 instead of 817), by mistake of «y for X; that form of omega 
being often written with the square characters. The correction 
admits of demonstration; because the fifteen generations next 
mentioned are said to complete by their 443 years a canicular 
cycle. Now this cycle consists of 1461 years; from which, sub- 
tracting 443, we find that the number of years of the cycle which 
had previously run are 1018; of which the 817 years are still 
short by 201 years. But it is to be considered that the 443 years 
must complete, not only a cycle, but a definite number of cycles 
from the commencement, so as not to leave a broken cycle pre- 
vious to the one then said to be completed. Now the number of 
years assigned to the gods is 33,804; equal to 23 complete 
cycles and 201 years over. For 1461 x 23 = 33,603; but the 
number of years assigned to the gods in this passage, 33,804, is 
201 in excess of this; and 201 + 817 + 443 = 1461. Thus 
the 443 years precisely complete the twenty-fourth cycle; and it 
will be found on trial that this test affords a decisive proof of the 
correctness of our reading of the period assigned to the gods. If 
the restoration which I have proposed were not the true one, it 
would not have yielded this exact result. 

It is worthy to be remarked that in a corrupted representation 
of this ancient scheme of chronology given in Syncellus, though 
the number of years assigned to the gods is erroneously given 
34,201, there is there, nevertheless, a singular preservation of the 
true excess over the round number, namely, 201, which is the exact 
surplus as shown above; but it ought to be over the round num- 
- ber of cycles, not of thousands. Thus, even that corrupt reading 
bears witness in favour of my restoration of the number. 
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of a canicular cycle were added for its completion, in 
four hundred and forty-three years. Then the six- 
teenth * [read seventeenth] dynasty of Tanites, eight 
generations, reigned 190 years; in addition to whom 
the seventeenth [read eighteenth] dynasty, of Mem- 
phites, fourteen generations, 348 years; then the 
nineteenth dynasty, of Diospolites, five generations, 
194 years; then the twentieth dynasty of Diospolites, 
eight generations, 228 years; then the twenty-first 
dynasty, of Tanites, sixteen generations, 121 years ; 
then the twenty-second dynasty of Tanites, three ° 
generations, forty-eight years ; then the twenty-third 
dynasty, of Diospolites, two generations, nineteen 
years; then the twenty-fourth dynasty, of Saites, 


* Not the sixteenth, but the seventeenth, dynasty in Egypt; for 
Eusebius, or an ancient writer with reason understood by Scaliger 
to be he, and relied on as sufficient authority by Syncellus, ex- 
pressly informs us that the sixteenth dynasty was included by 
Manetho in the past canicular cycle. Yet the sixteenth dynasty 
still survived at Thebes; and afterwards conquered the seven- 
teenth or Shepherd dynasty, and expelled it. Hence a mysterious 
confusion of numbers. For the Shepherd dynasty, as it preceded 
and was conquered by the returning sixteenth, came to be put by 
some very absurdly as the fifteenth! But again the sixteenth at 
Thebes, following the seventeenth in Egypt, became there properly 
transformed into the eighteenth. Hence it is, perhaps, that the 
blundering lists ascribed falsely to Africanus, have made the 
‘Shepherd dynasty into the fifteenth, sixteenth, and seventeenth! It 
is astonishing that Scaliger should have made the mistake of 
approving this, by accepting a mis-statement of Syncellus, who 
brings a gratuitous and foolish charge against Eusebius òn the 
subject, for not concurring in the absurdity, of which neither he 
nor his translator Jerome appears ever to have heard. Scalig. 
* Note in Grzcea Eusebii," p. 412, ad pag. 16. See above, note to 
Chap. III. p. 83. 

* The reading is 300, but manifestly corrupt; T by mistake 
for T; the headline having been accidentally drawn too far 
across. 
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three! generations, forty-four years; after whom 
the twenty-sixth dynasty, of Memphites, seven gene- 
rations, 177 years; and after them the twenty- 
seventh dynasty, of Persians, five generations, 124 
years; the twenty-eighth dynasty .....; then 
the twenty-ninth dynasty, of Tanites, of gene- 
rations, thirty-nine years; and last of all the 
- thirtieth dynasty of one Tanite, eighteen years :— 
the total of the years of the thirty dynasties together, 
three myriads and six thousand five hundred and 
twenty-five? (36,525). These analyzed or divided 
by 1461 years, show twenty-five times that revolu- 
tion (azoxardoracw) of the zodiacal signs, which is 
mythically treated* among the Egyptians and the 
Greeks.” ‘That is,’—subjoms not Manetho but 
Africanus, or the writer who furnished the extract, 
in the way of annotation and explanation of the pas- 
sage quoted,—“ the revolution [of the months] from 
the same sign to the same sign again, which is one * 
second of the first degree of the equinoctial sign of 
the zodiac, called by them Aries ;—as is also said in 
the Genica of Hermes, and in the Cyranic books." 





1 The reading is twenty-three. I have omitted the twenty as 
probably a mistake of some transcriber. 


* Written ér Av kat spxe; that is, undeniably éry My «Kal 





apne. 
* MvOoroyoupevny ; that is, employed mythically as a shadow of 
another and greater adroxardcraots. 

* "Ey Aerróv Tis TpwTys poipas: the use of the cardinal for the 
ordinal number (“one” for “the first”) is a Hebraistic idiom. 
Julius Africanus was a native of Palestine, and might therefore 
have been accustomed to such idioms. The subsequent confir- 
mation of the statement from the Genica of Hermes and the 
Cyranic books may be from the pen of Eusebius; but not that 
Hebraistic expression, unless he took it from those books, or from 
Africanus. 
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The fact that the writer who has furnished us 
with this important extract from Manetho, has in 
his explanatory annotation quoted the Genica of 
Hermes?, and the Cyranic books‘, as containing 
authority for his minute definition of this mythic 
dmokarádoracıs, or revolution of the zodiacal signs in 
the Canicular Cycle, surely affords no argument 
against the genuineness of the extract from Manetho, 
except to the most hasty thought and superficial 
criticism. For even assuming it to be proved, as 
Fabricius suspected, that these -particular Hermetic 
. books were not the genuine works of Thoth, but 
written about the beginning of the second century, 
still why should not Africanus or Eusebius, in sup- 
plying that explanatory annotation beginning with 
tout égri, refer to these books, if he thought them 
genuine, in illustration of his comment? Moreover, 
it is not proved that the books there quoted were 
the spurious books alleged. Most certainly they 
were not those spurious Hermetic books on astro- 
logy as applied to medicine, which are pub- 
lished in Ideler’s Medici Grec Minores (vol. i. pp. 
387, and 430), which have no manner of relation to 
the subject, nor contain the quotation. Neither is 
it proved that there had been no genuine works of 
Thoth known by these titles; even though, after 
they were lost, there might have been spurious ones 


5 ** Puto in illo libro origines contentas fuisse, ut prima pars 
primi libri Mosis dicitur BiBAos yevixy.” Scalig. “Note in Graca 
Eusebii,” p. 409. 

6 *Ev tots Kupavioe BiBAos. “Omnino est verbum Arabicum, 
quo nomine vocata impuri Mohammedis lex Kvpàv, 'AAxvpdyv. 
Nam multa Arabica in vetustis monimentis ZEgyptiorum obser- 
vavimus,” &c., Scalig. ibid. According to this, the expression 
“the Cyranic books” would be not far from our use of the phrase 
* Canonical books." | 
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substituted under the same names. Nor is a refer- 
ence to Hermes as an authority on these subjects, a 
proof that he who makes the reference lived in the 
second or third century; for Strabo, in the reign of 
Augustus, speaking of the manner of adjusting the 
Egyptian year to the solar by a certain cycle,—the 
nature of which he rather obscurely states, like one 
who himself understood the intercalation of the 
Julian year better than the nature of the Sothic 
cycle,—adds, davariÜéac. ðe ro ‘Epp mücav Tv 
To. UTQv padiota codiar, ** They ascribe to Hermes 
all science, especially of that description?." Indeed, 
the fact was notorious. Diodorus tells us the same. 
Cicero mentions two Egyptian Mercuries; one whom 
the Egyptians thought it not lawful to name, the 
other the inventor of laws and letters, whom they 
called Thoth, as they called also the first month of 
their year’. Plato, in his “Philebus,” mentions him 
as a god or divine man, by the name of Theuth, and 
describes in an interesting manner the analysis of 
the articulations of the voice in speech, necessary to 
the invention of writing; by which he plainly attri- 
butes to his invention an alphabetic character, 
expressive of sounds, not things. And again, in his 
* Phaedrus," he ascribes to Theuth, one of the old 
gods of the Egyptians, the invention of numeration, 
caleulation, geometry, and astronomy, the game of 
dice, and the art of writing; and he assigns him to 
the period of a certain Theban king who reigned over 
all Egypt, whom he calls @ap00 (Thamou), probably 
another pronunciation of the name Thummósis, 
Thouthmósis, 'Tethmósis, or 'Thmósis,—that is, 


' Strabo, lib. xvii. c. 1, p. 693, l. 30, ed. Mueller, 8vo. Par. 
1853. 
? «De Nat. Deor." iii. 22. 
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either the Thoth-Amosis who expelled the Shep- 
herds and reigned the first of the eighteenth dynasty, 
or else very likely the sixth or seventh of that 
dynasty, the nearer predecessor of Sesostris,—to 
whom Hermes communicated his inventions *. 

But if our critics thought a reference to the Genica 
of Hermes and the Cyranic books, fatal to the 
genuineness of this Manethonian scheme, in support 
of which they were quoted, why did they not see the 
same objection when Hermetic books on anatomy 
and medicine were quoted and declared to be still 
extant, in the alleged Manethonian dynasties trans- 
mitted under the name of Africanus? Have they 
diminished the objection by shifting the author a few 
thousand years further back into remote and fabulous 
antiquity, and making these works, which are there 
affirmed to be still extant, 5354 years old at the 
time of Alexander the Great, and of course older 
still in the day of Manetho? The words are plain 
at the beginning of the first dynasty, o9 dépovra: 
BiBdrou dvaropixal, iatpos yap jv, “Of whom there 
are extant anatomical books, for he was a physician.” 
I confess my judgment does not accord with that of 
the critics, as to the comparative probability and 
improbability of the two cases. 

Before proceeding to Manetho’s historical and 
chronological adaptation of this scheme of twenty- 
five Canicular Cycles, it is proper to consider first, 
the construction of the scheme itself, which is older 
than the application. Now in this construction, the 
multiplier 25 is the Egyptian Lunar Cycle, applicable 
to their year, which was uniformly of 365 days 
without intercalation. That Lunar Cycle consisted 


* Plat. Opp. 8vo. Lond. 1826, vol. i. p. 185, and vol. v. 
p. 445. 
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of 309 lunations, corresponding to twenty-five of 
their years; and it was more exact than is the Cycle 
of nineteen years accommodated to the Julian year. 
For twenty-five Egyptian years contain 9125 days; 
and 309 lunations (taking a lunation at 29 days 12h. 
44 min. 2 sec. 53 th., which is the measure given by 
Mayer !), amount to 9124 days, 22 hours, 50 minutes, 
and 51 seconds; being less than the days of twenty- 
five Egyptian years by only 1 hour, 9 min. 9 sec. ; 
on the other hand, nineteen Julian years contain 
6939 days, 18 hours; which exceed 235 lunations 
(amounting to 6939 days, 16 hours, 31 minutes, 
17 seconds) by 1 hour, 28 minutes, and 43 seconds. 
The object of thus multiplying their Canicular by 
their Lunar Cycle was scientific, and will be sufficiently 
obvious to the reader, on considering that, while the 
Egyptian Lunar Cycle, consisting of twenty-five of 
their years, was thus more exact than ours, their 
year itself, for want of the quadrennial intercalation, 
was continually in defect of the solar year, and kept 
receding further and further from the commencing 
point of the seasons, until the winter months passed 
into the summer season, and continued their revolu- 
tion round ultimately to their former position. It 


1 See table given in Hales’s Chronology, 2nd edit. 8vo, vol. i. 
p. 55. See also Dr. Hales's clear exposition of the Egyptian 
Lunar Cyele, ibid. p. 399. Ferguson in his tables gives the lunation 
29 days, 12 hours, 44 min., 3 seconds, 2 thirds, 58 fourths. It is 
well known that the period of the lunar revolution was in ancient 
times slightly longer. Sealiger (** Can. Isag." lib. iii., p. 176) in- 
forms us that the Jews in his day estimated the lunation to be 
29 days, 12 hours, and 793 scruples (their scruple being the 
1080th part of an hour); equivalent to 44 min., 3 seconds, 20 
thirds. This measure is said to have come down from Samuel 
Jarchinai, A.D. 250. Their scruple follows the subdivision of the 
hour by sixties, being the 18th 60th part (18 x 60 = 1080). 
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required, according to their theory, the Cycle of 1461 
of their years (equal to 1460 Julian years) to bring the 
months thus round to the same relation to the star 
Sothis in the sidereal heavens, and to the four sea- 
sons. Now, their Lunar Cycle of twenty-five years 
adjusted the restoration of the positions of the sun, 
moon, and earth relatively to the days of their 
moving year’; but to adjust it also to the seasons 
and the stars, required the multiplication of it by 
their Sothic Cycle. This was a perfectly correct and 
scientific principle; and its object was correctly 
expressed as an dzoxataotaots, or restoration of the 
heavenly bodies to their first position. 

So immense a theoretical period was a severe test 
of accuracy. Their Lunar Cycle, consisting of 309 
lunations, being multiplied by 1461, would give a total 
of 451,449 lunations, which by Ferguson’s tables are 
equivalent to 13,331,555 days, 17 hours, 1 minute. 
But in twenty-five Canicular Cycles there are 
13,331,625 days. The lunations so computed are 
thus deficient, in comparison with that vast period, 
by 69 days, 6 hours, 59 minutes. In their practical 
application of their Luni-Canicular Cycle, it would 
therefore be necessary to consider the moon as 
becoming one day earlier every 532 of their years ; 
and with this allowance the computation would be in 
a high degree exact. For that allowance of one day 
in every 532 years would in the whole vast period 


* This is the proper meaning of the expression employed by 
Dodwell and others, in calling the Egyptian year the annus vagus, 
as distinguished from the annus fixus. That year had nothing 
* vague" about it in the English sense of the word, but it was a 
moving year, in which the months were not fixed to the cardinal 
points of the seasons, but slowly and regularly revolved. It is 
absurd to call it the vague year. 
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amount to 68 days, 15 hours, 44 minutes, 553 seconds, 
thus corresponding to the whole deficiency except 15 
hours, 14 minutes. And, as it is known that the 
lunation was anciently longer than now by a very 
minute quantity?, there being a proved secular 
acceleration of the moon’s motion, it may be proper 
to remark that those 15 hours and 14 minutes, if 
divided among the whole number of the lunations of 
that greatest, period, would add only between the 
eighth and ninth of a second to the length of each 
lunation as given above. Whether the Egyptian men 
of science actually applied the exact method now 
suggested for the practical correction of their great 
Cycle, we are unable to say positively ; but we are told 
historically of their having had a period of from 
500‘ to 540° years, and here is a purpose which it 
would fit. The latter measure, however, might also 
be considered as in round numbers the space of thirty 
Chaldean Saroses. If they had, and so applied, a 
period of 532 years, their computation was nearly 
perfect. If not, the practical error of their great 
Cycle was one day in 532 Egyptian years; which is 
much less than the error of ours, for that would 


* The Jews, from the dependence of their feasts upon the 
moon, were particularly observant of lunar time; and Scaliger, as 
cited above, p. 108, note, informs us that in his day they esti- 
mated the lunation at 29 days, 12 hours, 44 minutes, 3 seconds, 
and 20 thirds. This measurement they professed to have re- 
ceived from a Rabbi who flourished two centuries and a half after 
Christ. But whether it had come down to them from that 
antiquity or not, the period of Manetho himself was between five 
and six centuries earlier than that, and the scheme was con- 
structed on still earlier observations ; the measure would therefore 
be greater. Even this exceeds Ferguson’s a quarter of a second. 

* Tacit. *Annal." vi. 28. 

5 Plin. x. 2, on the authority of Manilius. Some edd. DLX, 
or DIX. 
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amount to one day in 322 years. Upon this question 
it is worthy to be noted that our blessed Lord and His 
disciples did observe the Passover a day earlier than 
the Jews (compare Matt. xxvi. 17, 62, Mark xiv. 12, 
14, John xvii. 28, xix. 31); in other words, they 
held the day of new moon and of full moon to be a 
day earlier than it was reckoned in the calendar of 
the Jews; and that difference of a day had arisen in 
the interval since the return from the Babylonish 
Captivity. Now, as I have elsewhere shown *, an in- 
terval of 532 years had elapsed from the first pass- 
over on the return fromthe Captivity to the birth of 
Christ; and that interval was precisely ascertained 
by the heliacal rising of the star of the Magi. Thus 
the existence and use of this period, known to Daniel, 
and from his day to the Magi, solve the theological 
difficulty of the day of the Passover as observed by 
our Lord and by the Jews. ` Hence also the pro- 
bable origin of the Paschal Cycle. We may add that 
if the correction of the Luni-Canicular Cycle by the 
method indicated was not due to Thoth, it is probably 
to be ascribed to Daniel, and is not later than his day. 
We shall have something further to offerin regard to 
= the star of the nativity of Christ in the second 
section of our tenth chapter. But to return. 

The introduction of the Julian year destroyed the 
use of the Egyptian Luni-Canicular Cycle, and ren- 
dered it no longer even intelligible to those who were 
accustomed only to the new computation. The 
Lunar Cycle of twenty-five years had necessarily dis- 
appeared with the Egyptian moving year and Sothic 
Cycle. Why the number of twenty-five years should 
be so much regarded by the Egyptians became there- 


* See the Appendix to my “Isaiah’s Testimony for Jesus,” 
pp. 596—601. : 


Á 
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fore a mystery even to heathen philosophers; and 
the philosophic Plutarch, who died at an advanced 
age about A.D. 140, informs us that it was because 
the Egyptians mystically respected the square of 
five, as their bull Apis lived just so many years, in 
conformity with the number of the letters of the 
Egyptian alphabet’. Jablonski, who cites Plutarch’s 
explanation, cannot himself see how 25 years should 
have been thgr Lunar Cycle, corresponding to our 
cycle of nineteen. Nay, he consulted the professor 
of mathematics, his colleague in the University of 
Frankfort, who could not see.it either*®. In all which 


™ “De Iside,” p. 374, rovet Se rerpaywvov 7 wevras dd’ auras dcov 
TOv ypappdtwy wap Alyvmríos 1d TAnOds ort, Kai doov évavrév 
& xoóvov ó" Amis. [“ Ita ex editione Basiliensi hie legendum." 
Jablonski, Panth. 4gypt., lib. iv. cap. 2, § 10, p. 196. ] 

* As it is of some importance to the cogency of proof that it 
should be known how contpletely the Julian year destroyed the 
power of even perceiving the basis of this Manethonian scheme, 
the reader may find the following passage acceptable. Jablonski 
cites and discusses the following statement from Dodwell (Ap- 
pend. ad Dissert. Cyprian., $ 14), * Nempe credebant ZEgyptii lune 
cum sole in eundem locum ámoxaráaracw, XXV annorum circuitu 
contingere, annorum scilicet. vagorum Aigyptiacorum, ut proinde 
anni magni dmoxarácracis rediret post cyclum annorum vagorum 
MCCCCLXI quinquies repetitum atque vigesies. Si hoc, quod vir 
doctissimus observat, admitti posset, tum nobis ratio mystica, in 
libris sacerdotalibus prodita, ob quam vite Apidis anni statuti 
essent xxv, clare pateret. Nempe post annos xxv Solet Luna 
in eundem cœli locum reverterentur, et novum cyclum totidem 
annorum redauspicarentur. Et Apidem vero, tum Soli, tum 
Lunæ, ratione singulari sacratum fuisse, ex § 3 satis constat. 
Marshamus etiam longius progreditur, asserando, annos XXV 
AEgyptiorum vagos zquales (?) esse Julianis xix, qui cyclum 
illum notissimum Lunarem absolvunt. B. Vignolius, cujus raram 
in disciplinis mathematicis et astronomicis peritiam eruditi 
omnes agnoscunt, postquam Marshami eam in rem verba attu- 
lisset, hanc quidem ejus observationem non improbat, verum 
censet tamen eam non recte ab ipso applicari ad aliud quid 
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it is sufficiently manifest, that the structure of this 
Manethonian scheme is such that it neither was nor 
could have been invented after the introduction of the 
Julian year—nay, that it ceased even to be under- 
stood; and that they who have pretended that it 
was fabricated by some persons later than the 
Christian era—later, forsooth, than Eusebius—did 
so neither understanding it themselves nor at- 
tributing it to persons who have. shown any 
sign of understanding it. That the dmrokard- 
otacis, or restoration of the heavenly bodies, 
should have been made a type, and treated by 
some astrologically, by others mystically, as the 
material shell and groundwork of a greater spiritual 
revolution and azoxaracracts, is nothing at variance 
with the scientific basis of it which has been shown. 
The Manethonian extract does not leave us in doubt 
upon this point, but informs us that the Sothic Cycle 
was thus mystically treated both by the Egyptians 


demonstrandum. Cum tamen nulla ratione perspicere possem, 
quomodo anni ZEgyptiorum vagi xxv, equales esse possent XIX 
Julianis, adeoque plenum cyclum lunarem accurate constituere et 
absolvere, consului super ea re collegam conjunetissimum, multis- 
que nominibus mihi impense colendum, D. Io. Fridericum Polac, 
Jur. et Mathematum in nostra Academia professorem celeberri- 
mum, atque hoc ab eo responsum tuli, rem ipsam veritati con- 
sentaneum prorsus non esse, cum annus Ægyptiacus vagus, a 
Juliano fixo, quatuor quibusque annis, nonnisi uno die recedat, 
ac differat, fieri vero potuisse, ut Sacerdotes Ægyptii, OB RATIO- 
NEM NOBIS IGNOTAM, censuerint, post absolutum annorum xxv 
curriculum, contingere aliquam novam Solis et Lune dzoxard- 
oracw, et Dodwellum nihil nisi hoc adstruxisse. Et vero mihi 
jam nunc sufficit. Neque profecto negari potest, aut negatum 
quaquam fuit, numerum annorum xxv, ZEgyptiis tanquam mysti- 
eum, et preceptis religionis suz imprimis accommodatum, in 
pretio singulari sacrumque fuisse."— Jablonski, Panth. Ægypt., iv. 
2, 6 1. 
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and the Greeks; and we have learned that the 
length of their Lunar Cycle, which is the multiplier 
employed, was placed by them in mysterious con- 
nexion with the worship and the measured life of the 
bull Apis, in which was bodied forth their doctrine 
of the return of the soul of Osiris*. All their 
astronomers astrologized ; all their priests held their 
peculiar doctrine of the return of souls by the 
metempsychosis, and of the restitution and regenera- 
tion of the world: But whatever mystic doctrine they 
thus grafted upon it, that cannot take from the 
strictly correct and scientific basis of the construc- 
tion, as a compound cycle, similar in principle to the 
Paschal Cycle and Julian Period. It may be 
said, What could be the scientific use of a cycle so 
prodigiously extending beyond all human limits of 
history and experience? But, just as a knowledge of 
the properties of the particular curve which forms 
the orbit of some moving body that may plunge into 
illimitable space for millions of millions of miles, is 
necessary to the calculation even of the small por- 
tion of its path which may fall within our range 
of observation, so this vast cycle of time was 
applicable to the determination of questions 
affecting the several limited parts of the grand 
revolution. 

We may here, in passing, notice the fact that the 
excess of the Julian year over the Egyptian year 
of 365 days, being a quarter of a day every year, 
amounts to 25 days in every century, and therefore 
to 25 years in a Great CEntTurRY, consisting of a hun- 
dred Great Years, of which every day 1s taken for a 
year; and this GREAT CENTURY is precisely equal to 


* Diodor. i. 85. 
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25 Canicular Cycles. We may state it arithmetically 
thus :— 


8651 years X 100 = 36,525 years. 
1461 years Xx 25 = 36,525 years. 


But this view of the old Egyptian Luni-Canicular 
scheme of computation results from comparison of 
it with the Julian year, and did not form any part of 
the object contemplated in its construction, nor was 
equally likely to occur to any one before the introduc- 
tion of the Julian computation. After that, however, 
this quality of it was probably soon observed. Cer- 
tainly, as we know, it was observed by Anianus and 
Panodorus, Egyptian monks in the close of the fifth 
century, and seems to have pretty nearly constituted 
all that they understood of it; which little they ab- 
surdly inverted and misapplied, as we shall show by 
and by. 

So much, then, we have ascertained respecting the 
astronomical principle of this Manethonian construc- 
tion; we come next to his chronological application of 
it. Now, as Manetho states expressly that a Canicular 
Cycle was completed by the 448 years, we should 
expect that the remaining numbers which follow the 
448, at least up to some definite point, would yield 
a sum which is also a complete cycle, because a sum 
total is given of twenty-five cycles. But we find on 
summing the periods allotted to the gods and semi- 
divine kings, together with the 443 years added for 
completion, that they yield exactly twenty-four cycles. 


33,804 + 817 + 443 — 35,064. 
1461 x 24 = 35,064. 


Therefore the sum of certain remaining numbers must 
make up the twenty-fifth cycle; or,in other words, they 
I 2 
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amount to 1461 Egyptian years, beginning from the 
close of the 443 above mentioned; and, if they do 
not include the whole dynasties of Manetho from that 
point onward, and carry to the end of them, it is at 
least manifest that there was not a twenty-sixth 
cycle to be made out of them, but whatever is in 
excess of the twenty-five cycles can only be a portion 
of one current and incomplete. 
The numeration of the dynasties is as follows :— 


THIRTEEN DYNASTIES OF GODS, —Saturn and the 

twelve s . 393,804 years. 
FOURTEENTH, one dynasty of soit diene kiige 

[a succession consisting of five, not fifty, as | 

will eventually appear] i ] ; 817 ,, 
FIFTEENTH and SIXTEENTH ' i ctrodief: FIF- 

TEEN GENERATIONS OF KINGS, counted in 

two stages, or as two dynasties, completing 

the twenty-fourth Canicular Cycle  .. ; 443 , 





Twenty-four cycles complete, 1461 x 24 = 35,064 years. 











! That the sixteenth dynasty, as regards Egypt generally, was 
ineluded by Manetho in the period of 443 years of the fifteen 
generations which went to complete the past Canicular Cycle, is 
distinctly stated by Eusebius in a passage which will be more 
particularly noticed afterwards. It appears however that the 
same sixteenth dynasty continued at Thebes contemporaneously 
with the seventeenth in Lower Egypt during the period of the 
Shepherds ; and it may be to that portion of it that the duration 
of 160 or 190 years, given by Eusebius from Manetho (Chron. 
Canon, sub init.—above, p. 83 note), ought to be applied. This 
may have contributed to the error here occurring in the nume- 
ration of the dynasties in this general scheme. Syncellus in his 
corrupted copy, or else some transcriber of Syncellus, has inter- 
polated another dynasty as seventeenth, with the number of 
years 103; but this is probably a duplicate of his sixteenth, modi- 
fied in duration, in a manner of which we shall afterwards notice 
a probable explanation. 
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SEVENTEENTH, or Shepherd dynasty in Egypt ; 

continuation of the sixteenth dynasty at 

Thebes contemporaneously . . 8 Tanites 190 years. 
EIGHTEENTH dynasty (erroneously numbered 

‘the seventeenth) . . . . 14 Memphites 348 ,, 
N.B. The number of the years is the same with 

that of the eighteenth dynasty in the list 

under the name of Eusebius. 


NINETEENTH dynasty, Diospolitans . . : 194 , 
TwENTIETH ditto, Diospolitans : : : 228 ,„ 
TWENTY-FIRST ditto, Tanites . ; : ; 121. 5, 
TWENTY-SECOND ditto, Tanites ; ; ; 48 ,, 
TwENTY-THIRD ditto, Diospolitans . $ ; 19 ,, 
TWENTY-FOURTH ditto, Saites . ; 44 y 
[Twenty-rirtH? ditto, omitted, Ethiopian, 

three kings . : ; à ; : 30] ,, 
TWENTY-SIXTH ditto, Memphites ; í ‘ 177 » 
TWENTY-SEVENTH ditto, Persians . ; . [185]5,, 
TwENTY-EIGHTH ditto (years omitted), [1 Ethio- 

pian or Libyan . j ; ; : i 6]*,, 


* Syncellus, in his more corrupt copy, gives the dynasty, but 
repeats the number of years of the previous dynasty, 44. The 
number of the years is here restored from the list ascribed to 
Africanus, which gives the respective years of the three kings, 
8, 14, and 8, = 30; and from Diodorus, who gives to the four 
Ethiopians less than 36 years, in which he thus includes the 
28th dynasty. 

* The number of years is given 124, but incorrectly and not 
as originally written, having evidently been taken, including a 
palpable error of four years, from the list ascribed to Africanus, 
and without adverting to the later portion of the Persian dynasty 
which is there given afterwards separately. ‘The number is here 
corrected from Diodorus. 

* The number of years of the Twenty-eighth dynasty is here 
supplied from the lists ascribed to Eusebius and Africanus. 
The name of Amyrtzus, a Saite, is given by them to the one 
king of this dynasty. No king of that name is mentioned by 
Diodorus. I have shown in the Appendix of “ Isaiah’s Testi- 
mony for Jesus,” p. 457, that the word Myrteus or Ámyrtzus 
probably means “ The Expatriated,” or “The Refugee ;” so that 
the king had some other name. Herodotus mentions him, and 
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TwENTY-NINTH dynasty, Tanites . . ; 39 years. 
THIRTIETH ditto, 1l Tanite . ; 18 ,, 
Total number of years from the begining of — — 
the Seventeenth dynasty . . à . . 1697 years. 


Let us now assume the last of these years to be 
incomplete, as we are entitled to do from 
what has been noted of the Twenty-eighth 
dynasty, and the measure of years VM 
becomes : 1596 
Deduct the years of the Pomian dynasty: as 
foreign to the time mee by the native 
succession . 135 
Sum of the years of ‘the ative: Apisai to the 
close of the Thirtieth, equal to oNE CaNr- 
CULAR CYCLE . . . . . . ~~ 1461 years. 





that his son Pausiris was permitted to succeed him in his govern- 
ment. That name also is not mentioned by Diodorus. I suspect 
that the person who is separately classed by Manetho in this 
dynasty was Inarus, whom Herodotus calls a Libyan, and king 
of Libya. I think so because Diodorus seems to sum the years 
of his reign with the Ethiopians of the Twenty-fifth dynasty, 
indicating him to have been in a similar relation to Egypt, and 
not a native. Inarus reigned, first, over two years from the 
revolt in the close of the reign of Darius Hystaspes, and again 
three years from the death of Xerxes (Herodotus iii. 1—7. Dio- 
dor. xi. 71—77). The years of the Ethiopians, as summed by 
Diodorus, are “ under thirty-six ;” not quite six years more than 
in this table. Therefore this reign may have been taken by him 
correctly as not six years complete. The relation of Lybia to 


Ethiopia, in the language of Diodorus, may be illustrated by the 
following instances :— 


"ATO Mépdews dxpt OnBav tov xara AtBinv.—Diodor. i. 45. 

"Emupedyras 8% rdéat, tov piv mpds Powixny kekMpévov pepôv koi 
TOV éri ÜaAdrry rórwv, Bovoupw, trav ðè Kata tHyv Aiftomiay kal 
AtBuny, ‘Avratov.—Diodor. i. 17. 


And this use of language is justified by the manifest political 
relation of the two races of people indicated in 2 Chron. xiv. 9. 
12, 13; xvi. 8. 
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This restoration of the numbers of the dynasties 
from the seventeenth to the thirtieth inclusive may 
of course be open to more or less of doubt; though 
no liberty has been taken beyond restoring the con- 
fessedly omitted numbers, by no means on conjecture, 
and correcting the obvious error which has crept 
into the number of years of the Twenty-seventh 
dynasty by the evidence of Diodorus; in which last, 
however, the number, whatever it be, as should be 
particularly observed, does not affect the sum of the 
native dynasties. But the result is sufficient to show 
beyond dispute what the nature of the computation 
was. 

That result may be confirmed from a passage of 
the foreign Broken-Latin Chronologist in relation to 
Manetho, which 1s as follows :—*'* Usque ad decimam 
septimam potestatem, secundum scribitur, totum, 
ut docet, numerum habentem annos mille quingentos 
xx: that is, ‘“ Manetho informs us that the sum of 
the years measuring as far back as the extent of the 
Seventeenth dynasty is one thousand five hundred 
and twenty.” As this sum does not result from the 
detailed numbers furnished by the Barbarous-Latin 
writer in the same place, it affords from that circum- 
stance only so much the more valuable confirmation 
of the place before us; as it thus appears to be sub- 
stantially a detached statement of Manetho’s own, 
and not a deduction of his blundering and incom- 
petent readers, from the numbers which they have 
extracted. The number is reckoned back to the 
beginning of the Seventeenth dynasty, which (though 
there were fifteen generations allowed for before 
it) is the first of the mortal dynasties expressly num- 
bered in the above extract. Manetho, as we have 
seen, there reckons the duration of the. native 
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dynasties, from the close of the 448 years which 
complete the twenty-fourth Canicular Cycle, to the 
end of the Thirtieth dynasty, and the beginning of 
the Empire of Alexander the Great, as being exactly 
1461 years, exclusive of the Persian dynasty. Add 
to these the years from the beginning of the Empire 
of Alexander in Egypt to the time of Manetho's 
writing, say, fifty-nine years, which will bring us to 
the close of the first twelve years of Ptolemy 
Philadelphus, and the sum is 1520. | 

As the dynasty to which this Chronologist here 
counts back is called by him the seventeenth, the 
evidence of this Latin passage may be taken as in- 
cidentally supporting our correction of the number- 
ing of the two first dynasties whieh follow the 443 
years, as the seventeenth and eighteenth respectively. 
And it is plain that a correction of some sort is 
there necessary; for, if the numeration of these 
two dynasties be not thus amended, there is the 
omission of a dynasty in the passage which has 
formed the groundwork of these remarks. 

The measure of the twenty-fifth Canicular Cycle of 
Manetho, therefore, commencing at the Seventeenth 
dynasty, does not sum up the years of all the 
dynasties there numbered ; for it obviously excludes 
the Persian, as we have seen—concurrently with 
which the native dynasty might thus be understood 
as prolonged in its unrelinquished rights, though 
not in power; so that the 135 years of the Persian 
dynasty in Egypt might doubtfully appear to be 
included in those of the preceding native dynasty. 
But again, there are the four Ethiopian kings, who, 
in the above Manethonian table, are allowed together 
thirty-six years; and if these were deducted on the 
same principle, the Canicular Cycle would not be 
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complete at Alexander’s date. Manetho might veil 
this circumstance to suit the purpose of flattering 
the Greek dynasty; but the sum of the years from 
the commencement of the cycle would thus strictly 
be reduced to not more than 1425. 

The statement of Diodorus here comes to our aid, 
with its more detailed information, derived probably 
from Manetho. Fifty-two descendants of Menés, he 
tells us, reigned more than 1400 years. Menés him- 
self, however, as Eusebius states, reigned sixty 
years; and the dynastic lists ascribed to Africanus 
would prolong his reign to the sixty-second. Menés, 
therefore, and those fifty-two descendants, on this 
reckoning, reigned together 1461 years, equal to a 
Canicular Cycle. It is almost as if this duration of 
the reign of Menés might have been assigned by 
ancient chronologists just to round off the cycle. 
But plainly the reign of Menés came within the 
period preceding the cycle, either as included in the 
443 years of the fifteen generations which were 
counted for the completion of a supposed preceding 
cycle; or else before even these. The succession of 
those fifty-two descendants, measured from the 
beginning of the cycle, being only somewhat more 
than 1400 years, would therefore terminate before 
the full cycle of 1461 years reached its close, at 
whatever time that might be; but being fictitiously 
represented as extended nearly thirty-six years more 
by the four Ethiopians who reigned at intervals in 
the course of that succession (but whose years did 
not add to the native generations), they would seem 
to come only within twenty-five years of its close. 
No doubt those twenty-five years, by which the 
numbers are in this view short of the cycle, might 
be unsatisfactorily supplied, if allowed for in the 
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vague statement of the time of the fifty-two gene- 
rations, as given by Diodorus ‘‘ more than fourteen 
hundred years." 

Manetho certainly appears to have eased the 
numbers a little by dexterous management, to make 
the cycle seem to terminate, and a new one to com- 
mence, with Alexander the Great, for courtly flattery 
of the Greek horoscope, and also for popular satis- 
faction in the thought that the previously current 
cycle of native Egyptian history had not been marred 
of its completion. If the years of the Persian 
dynasty are left out as not adding to the span of 
native generations, the four Ethiopians should be 
left out for the same reason; but they are counted. 
Moreover, for some purpose, the reigns of the four 
Ethiopians have been cut down from their full pro- 
portions. For Herodotus tells us that the reign of 
the Ethiopian Sabacus was fifty years; and the last 
of the four Ethiopians (so called), who is probably the 
same with Inarus the Libyan, reigned about six 
years. Assuming that Herodotus confounded three 
of the Ethiopian kings under their common title of 
Sabacus, or Sava of Cush, we still cannot make the 
full sum of the four less than fifty-six years, instead 
of thirty-six; and this will affect the proportion of 
time to be allowed to the native generations. If, 
even including thirty-six years of the four Ethiopian 
reigns, the years of the fifty-two native successions 
really wanted twenty-five years of completing the 
cycle—then, taking those four reigns at their full 
value of fifty-six years, and deducting them, would 
leave the cycle incomplete to the extent of eighty-one 
years (56 + 25); so that it would not terminate till 
B.C. 251, towards the close of the reign of Phila- 
delphus, and eighty-one years after Alexander the 
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Great acquired the sovereignty of Egypt. This 
would place the commencement of the cycle about 
B.c. 1712, nearly in agreement with one computation 
of it, which we learn from Tacitus was actually made 
by some, who carried its termination down to the 
reign of the third Ptolemy *, whose accession was in 
the year B.c. 247. Even this, we shall find proof, 
would put the cycle about twenty-seven years before 
the date of its publie legal sanction; but Manetho 
might date it from Thoth, its inventor, and from its 
introduction among the scientific. The observation 
of Sothis, from which its reckoning was first prac- 
tically taken, seems to have been obtained about the 
summer solstice 5.0. 1708, judging both from the 
Statement of Tacitus above referred to, and from a 
method of calculation which will be afterwards 
submitted. And this is approximately confirmed by 
the above deductions from Manetho, which have 
given the date only four years higher, a difference of 
estimate within the range of one bissextile day. 

One cause of the dislocated and unsatisfactory 
position of the historical dynasties in relation to the 
cycle in Manetho’s general scheme, is this,—that 
while he may have had means of knowing the date of 
his great ancestor and his invention, by documents 
reasonably not neglected in his family, and from 
records of astronomical observations, yet, in adjust- 
ing the history, he manifestly took the cycle as 1461 
years, which complete the grand revolution of the’ 
seasons of the Egyptian year as compared with the 
Julian, but not with the true year. The necessary 
consequence followed, that the history so adjusted 


* Tacit. * Annal." vi. 28. We shall have occasion to consider 
this and some other data for the computation of the commence- 
ment of the cycle in the course of the eighth chapter. 
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would not square with the true astronomical position 
of the cycle. For, measured by the true solar year *, 
1506 years would in reality elapse, instead of 1460, 
before the equinoxes would return to the same day 
of the same Egyptian month. 

Nevertheless, apart from the perplexing question 
of the adaptation of the cycle to the history, putting 
the full numbers of Manetho together according to 
his general scheme, without deduction of the years 
of the Persian or Ethiopian reigns, let us observe 
the result. We are not bound to assume the exist- 
ence of perfect consistency in Manetho; and the 
years which are superfluous as regards the cycle, 
may be deficient in the period before it. The termi- 
nating date is the beginning of the Empire of 
Alexander the Great, and, as the chronology is 
Egyptian, say the year of the foundation of Alex- 
andria, B.C. 382. Counting back from this date, the 
sum of these four periods of years, 135 + 1461 
+ 443 + 817 (together 2856 years), we are brought 
to the year B.c. 3188 for the beginning of the reign 
of the semi-divine kings. This 1s fifty-eight years 
later than the Septuagint date of Noah's leaving the 
Ark, as commonly estimated, which, according to 
Scaliger and Dr. Hales, and in agreement with the 
Chronicon Paschale, was s.c. 3246. But there is 
reason to think that in the historical time, as thus 
collected from this general Manethonian scheme, 
there is a defect of some years, about equal in amount 
to the measure there assigned to the Persian dynasty, 
as will be hereafter shown; and there is also reason 


¢ The reason of this will be obvious to the reader. If not, 
compare Clinton, * Fasti Hellen.," vol. iii., Introd., p. xvii. Ona 
different estimate of the length of the solar year, he makes the 
number 1504. 
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to think that the year above given from Scaliger and 
Dr. Hales is lower than the true Scriptural date’. 
But thus far at least the chronology of Manetho 1s 
not in excess of that of the Septuagint. Nay, it 
might be even in full accordance with the common 
reckoning thence; for an allowance of about fifty- 
eight or sixty years after the date of Noah’s leaving 
the Ark, is just what would be necessary if the 
reckoning were taken back to the beginning of the 
patriarchate of Cush, agreeably to what has been 
remarked in Chapter I.* 

Taking, then, the numbers of Manetho as they 
actually stand, without the correction which may 
afterwards be found proper, they give, as we have 
seen, B.C. 3188. From that beginning the semi- 
divine or patriarchal reigns, if measured downwards 
817 years, would bring the reckoning to s.c. 2371; 
about as much lower than the probable date of 
Nimrod, according to the Septuagint, as the com- 
mencing era of the semi-divine kings was lower than 
the Septuagint date of Noah's leaving the Ark. 
This brings us, then, to the assumed beginning of the 
443 years, the era of the first of the mortal kings of 
the succession of Menés, who himself was the link 
with the semi-divine; in which respect his reign 
may have been liable to some ambiguity, as to 
whether any part of it should be classed with their 
period, while he was yet the first, and indeed the 
founder, of the human. At all events the 443 years 


’ The Scriptural ground of this statement will appear after- 
wards. Meanwhile it may be worth mentioning that the Septua- 
gint interval from the Creation to the Birth of Christ, is computed 
seventy-eight years longer by Abulfaragi than by Scaliger, and 
eighty-six years longer than by Syncellus and Entychius. 

* Above, p. 39. 
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which, according to Manetho, begin at this date, 
belong to the mortal dynasties; and they are sepa- 
rated from those which follow only because they go 
with preceding periods, to complete a supposed but 
purely theoretical twenty-fourth Canicular Cycle, and 
thus precede the commencement of the new cycle. 
They are accounted fifteen generations, because they 
amount nearly to fifteen thirty-year periods; and. 
measured from s.c. 2871, they reach down to B.c. 
1928. 

Now, applying from this point (s.c. 1928), 
Diodorus's long span of fifty-two native succes- 
sions, let us measure thence onward fifty-two 
periods of thirty years (= 1560 years), and add to 
these thirty-six years nominally allowed for the 
duration of Ethiopian reigns, in all 1596, and we 
_ are brought at once to B.c. 332, the Egyptian date 
of Alexander the Great and his foundation of Alex- 
andria! This precision of agreement cannot be by 
chance. Thus, while the Persian dynasty, with its 
135 years, cuts in upon the total duration of the 
native reigns, it does not, according to this general 
scheme, extend the number of the thirty-year 
periods, or generations, beyond the fifty-two. The 
1596 years in fact, in Manetho’s general scheme, 
resolve themselves into 135 + 1461,—the former 
number being the measure of the Persian dynasty, 
the other of the Canicular Cycle. Manetho wished 
to give the impression that his grand Luni-canicular 
Cycle terminated, and a new one commenced, at the 
accession of Alexander; but as the Canicular Cycle 
did not actually terminate at that date, he seems to 
have disguised the fact by confusing the arrange- 
ment of his numbers. It is manifest from the above 
figures, that the 135 years of the Persian dynasty, 
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or an equivalent number of years, must be taken into 
account in the general sum: but itis equally mani- 
fest, that if the cycle was meant to be understood as 
terminating at Alexander, the equivalent of the 135 
years must have preceded, not followed, the 1461; 
but then in that case the fictitious twenty-fourth 
Canicular Cycle did not conclude with the 443 years. 
On the other hand, if we take the twenty-fourth 
cycle as having concluded with the 443 years, then 
the twenty-fifth cycle, according to the scheme, 
would terminate at the accession of the Persian 
dynasty, 185 years before Alexander. The Egyptian 
high priest has thus managed the horoscope of 
Ptolemy Philadelphus with a judicious ambiguity, 
adapting and mystifying the management of the 
cycle in his general scheme to suit his own purposes, 
and partly to cover his uncertainty ; so that little or 


nothing definite 1s to be learned from it as to the 


true date of the invention or introduction of that 
cycle in the computation of the Egyptian year. 
What may with most probability be concluded from 
it as to this, has been indicated’. But it will be 
‘shown by and by that his misplacing of the scheme 
of the dynasties in relation to the cycle has a close 
connexion with his hesitating and ambiguous con- 
founding of the Shepherd dynasty with the Israelites. 

I think it impossible to compare these results 
with those obtained in the preceding investigation 
of Diodorus, without coming to the conclusion that 
we have here, approximately at least, the system of 
chronology which lay at the basis of the statements 
of Diodorus, but which had become confused and 
misunderstood by him and by others, in consequence 


* Above, p. 123. 
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of their mixing it up with a later system of mythical 
chronology, based, not like this of Manetho, upon 
the Egyptian year and Canicular Cycle, but upon the 
Julian year, and Julian Soli-lunar Period of gene- 
rations. 

That the scheme which we have now investigated 
and restored is Manetho’s; and that the different 
reckoning of thirty or thirty-one human dynasties, 
transmitted under the name of Africanus, and by 
the interpolators of Eusebius, is falsely ascribed to 
Manetho and to these writers, it having been made 
up after a later generation had found it convenient 
to throw aside his Canicular theory, and to readjust 
for themselves the divisions of his human dynasties 
apart from it, so as to admit of incorporating them 
with the later Julian chronology,—appears both from 
the fact that the lists ascribed respectively to Euse- 
bius and Africanus divide their dynasties differently 
from one another and number them differently from 
one another, showing that their division and number- 
ing are not from Manetho; and also from the plain 
historical statement, that Manetho’s thirty dynasties 
were counted inclusive of those of the gods, semi- 
divine kings, departed men, and mortals’. It may 


1 After quoting the dedicatory epistle of Manetho to Ptolemy 
Philadelphus, of which we have given the substance above, Syn- 
cellus adds these words, exactly descriptive of the passage we 
have been examining. “radra epi Tis épunveias tov tro Tov 
Sevrépov “Eppod BiBdiwv Aéyev. perà 96 ratra kal wept eOvav Aiyur- 
Tiakav qevre èv tpidKovra Suvacreiats loropei, TOv Aeyopévov Tap 
avrois ev, kat nuléwy Kal vextiwv, Kat Ovyrov,” Geo. Syncel. 
Chronogr. ed. Dindorf, p. 73. The singular manner in which 
certain of the dead are here associated with the semi-divine, and 
distinguished from the mortal, is explained by the fifteen gene- 
rations of mortals who are detached and taken with the semi- 
divine, to make up the twenty-fourth Canicular Cycle. 
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be added that the false division of the dynasties, 
appears to have been unknown to Manetho’s some- 
what senior contemporary Diczarchus, unknown to 
Eratosthenes, unknown to Alexander Polyhistor, 
unknown to Diodorus, unknown to Josephus—to 
none of whom Manetho was or could be unknown— 
unknown to Theophilus of Antioch, and, it must be 
added, utterly unknown to Eusebius, or else passed 
over by him in silence as beneath even the notice of 
contempt. The earliest human dynasty of Manetho 
quoted or alluded to by Eusebius, is the Sixteenth ; 
and in @ passage appropriated by Syncellus, most 
probably from Eusebius, and which is assigned by 
Scaliger to the former book of the ** Chronica, "—a 
passage in one particular quoting Manetho, and the 
genuineness of which there is no reason to question, 
—THE LAST KING OF THAT DYNASTY, KONKHARIS, IS 
NUMBERED THE TWENTY-FIFTH IN SUOCESSION FROM THE 
FIRST HEAD OF THE COLONIZATION OF Kaypt, MiznarM. 
Now Mizraim belonged properly to the period of the 
semi-divine kings preceding the mortal dynasties of 
Manetho. Again, in giving the list of Theban kings 
from Apollodorus and Eratosthenes, there is ap- 
pended by Scaliger from Eusebius, after the mention 
of the ninth king, the following note: * Among the 
Egyptians it was then the Sixteenth dynasty, in 
which Thebans reigned 160, or, according to some 
copies, 190 years?." At Thebes the same dynasty 
lasted uninterruptedly down to the time of the 
expulsion of the Shepherds, by Amésis, after which 
it came to be counted the Eighteenth in Egypt, as 
following the Seventeenth there, even though it 
might still for some time be reckoned only as the 


* See the words cited above, p. 83, note, with remarks there, 
K 
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Sixteenth at Thebes. But according to that pseudo- 
Manethonian succession of thirty human dynasties, 
erroneously placed by Scaliger as part of the genuine 
Greek sozomena of Eusebius, there were fully three 
hundred successive kings before the close of the 
Sixteenth dynasty! Eusebius was manifestly igno- 
rant of any such incongruity of his statements. If 
he had furnished the supposed Manethonian succes- 
sion in his own work, he could not have passed over 
without remark his utter departure from it. That 
both Eusebius and Africanus were utterly ignorant 
of the fabricated succession of dynasties imputed to 
them respectively, further appears from the Bar- 
barous-Latin extracts, made from their works and 
others by a writer who appears to have lived in the 
reign of Theodosius the Great, and who brings his 
chronology only down to the birth of Honorius. 
Theodosius died A.D. 395; and the writer referred to, 
who knows of only sixteen human dynasties, affords 
us proof that, at least down to the date of the birth 
of Honorius, the fabricated succession of thirty 
human dynasties was not in the works of Eusebius, 
Julius Africanus, Castor, or any of the writers used 
by him. 

The whole succession and summation of these 
thirty or thirty-one human dynasties, as they stand, 
are in effect nothing more nor less than A STUPENDOUS 
LIE put upon Manetho by persons certainly later 
than the close of the fourth century of the Christian 
era. It is manifest that at least the first fourteen 
of these pseudo-Manethonian successive dynasties, 
though pretended to be transmitted from Africanus 
and Eusebius, have been fabricated by some later 
writers, probably out of some of the historical and 
traditionary materials collected and used by Manetho, 
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since in two places there is reference to the particular 
volume; but with an utter alteration of his intention 
and arrangement, and an absolute falsification of 
his whole chronology. The commencement of the 
change may have been in ignorance and confused 
misunderstanding, but its consummation has not 
been without fraud. And that the fraud should have 
passed muster even with the successive chronological 
transcribers, improvers, or interpolators of Africanus 
and Eusebius, may be owing to the circumstance that 
they might not have seen the works of Manetho him- 
self (which was the case with Syncellus), and were 
not concerned to defend him from the misrepresenta- 
tion. Nevertheless the distorted and misused tablets 
which they have transmitted to us under his name, 
are of some value, as they furnish to us particulars 
of names and facts, nay a variety of entire lists in 
duplicate and triplicate, which admit of being applied, 
apart from their perverted chronology, in illustration 
of other information; for they may be a collection 
of ancient tablets or other records of Egyptian kings ; 
but that they do not represent one original scheme 
of successive dynasties, is evident from the difference 
of the arrangement of the two sets, the difference 
of the numbers, the difference of the names, and the 
difference of the spelling of the same names. 

We have already traced in the records of Diodorus 
the beginning of the process of divergence from 
Manetho’s chronology, and the attempt to incor- 
porate its facts with an inconsistent scheme, by 
transference from the Egyptian year and its Lunar 
and Canicular Cycles, which formed their old basis 
of computation, to the Julian year which was then 
being introduced, and to the Soli-Lunar Cycle of 
generations, the double of the theoretical Julian 

K 2 
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Period’. "We have seen this in the vast patch of 475 
generations put upon the original series of Menés 
and the fifty-two successors and the four Ethiopians, 
to make out with these the full number of 532 
generations or Thirty-year Periods, equal to 15,960 
years, which is exactly twice the Julian Period, and 
results from multiplying the Solar Cycle by the 
Lunar, and that by the space of a generation of 
thirty years. We now see the sequel of that change 
in the gradual confusion of Manetho’s system, and 
the ultimate fraud of ignorant and blundering men, 
altering Manetho’s arrangement and chronology, and 
passing their fabricated schemes under his name. 

One thing is manifest, that the genuine chronology 
of Manetho subsequent to the reign of the gods, is 
not in excess of the Septuagint chronology of Scrip- 
ture after the Deluge. Another is probable, that in 
its main measurements it was even the same. It is 
not certain that the dates which we now have are 
exactly the genuine dates of the Septuagint. In the 
computations of the ancients from the Septuagint 
they are often not quite in agreement with the num- 
bers now found there, or deduced thence. It is thus 
quite possible that the beginning of the 817 years 
of the semi-divine kings 1s to be taken exactly from 
Noah's leaving the ark; and the reign of Menés from 
Nimrod, a century after the disperson from Babel. 
But if not, the dates to which we have come, as they 
have been stated above, are still approximately in 
general accordance with Scripture. 

With regard, however, to some of the more detailed 
numbers, and the arrangement of the dynasties, in 
Manetho's general scheme, it will be found that they 


` Above, pp. 55—59. 
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do not admit of being reconciled with actual history, 
but that there is some dislocation. It may be re- 
membered that when we were engaged with Diodorus's 
account of the fifty-two successors of Menés‘, we 
found there a manifest historical dislocation; and if 
his information was derived from Manetho, then that 
historical dislocation of his might prepare us to 
expect one here also. It may probably be attributed 
in the first place to the political confusion and revolu- 
tions following the overthrow in the Red Sea, in the 
second place, to the historical mistake of confounding 
the Seventeenth or Shepherd dynasty with the 
Israelhtes—a mistake which Josephus avowedly 
derived from Manetho. In consequence of this, the 
Shepherd dynasty is placed at the commencement of 
the Canicular Cycle, because that cycle is reckoned 
as having begun at or about the accession of Sesostris 
the Great; the same with the centenarian king, 
throughout whose reign, and that of his next suc- 
cessor, the Israelites were oppressed, and after the 
death of whose successor their Exodus took place. 
In the third place, another cause of mistake and 
chronological dislocation is owing to the measuring 
of the history by the cycle of 1461 years, rectifying 
the astronomical date of the introduction of that 
cycle, but not rectifying the historical dates in other 
respects depending on it. The result of this was 
necessarily to dislocate the history from the true 
astronomical measure of time, and to confuse the 
astronomical date of the cycle with an earlier period: 
of the history. For the actual revolution of the 
seasons in relation to the Egyptian year had occupied 
1506 years, not only 1461. This cause of error con- 


‘ Above, pp. 85—89. 
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' tributed to strengthen the one last noticed, and to 
hinder its correction. 

We shall have occasion to refer to the date of the 
introduction of the Egyptian year and Canicular 
Cycle, and to their relation to Sesostris and the time 
of the Exodus, when we come to consider the 
catalogue of the kings". It may suffice here to have 
indicated the causes of the dislocation; and to 
remark that the confusion produced by that disloca- 
tion has extended even to the historical position 
which he assigns to the commencement of the Cani- 
cular Cycle. By the numbers contained in the 
general scheme its commencement, as already re- 
marked, is placed apparently 1596 years (complete) 
before Alexander the Great, but really subject to a 
deduction of the 135 years of the Persian dynasty, 
which brought the number down to 1461 years, an 
exact Canicular Cycle; and, on closer inspection, 
subject to a further deduction of 81 years, leaving 
the cycle not completed at the date of Alexander. 
This wavering and ambiguous mode of counting it, 
which was the result of the confusion and dislocation 
of history which has been mentioned, favoured at the 
same time the ingenious flattery of identifying the 
Greek dynasty with the returning cycle of Egypt’s 
ancient glory, as if Alexander had been, a renewal of 
their great Sesostris, or even a recommencement of 
their whole cycle of divine and semi-divine kings. 
In the Barbarous-Latin extracts, we have found an 
express testimony that Manetho counted 1520 years 
back from his own day to the beginning of the 17th 
dynasty, which in his general scheme begins the 
cycle. Now, assuming this to be dated from about 


* Chap. VIII. 
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5.0. 278, the thirteenth year of Ptolemy Philadelphus, 
it amounts to the same computation as commencing 
a new Canicular Cycle with Alexander; for 1520 
years before B.c. 273 lead to the same year, with 1461 
before 5.0. 332. But this reckoning was certainly 
more courtly than correct; for we shall find that the 
Egyptian year in itself bears witness to the fact that 
the cycle (as regards its public and legal sanction in 
conjunction with the year of 365 days) began B.c. 
1685, and terminated, therefore, in the time of the 
third Ptolemy, Kuergetes, B.c. 224, about two years 
before the close of his reign. Or, if the 1461 years 
be measured back from the accession of that king, 
5.0. 247, they conduct us to s.0. 1708, the date of 
the astronomical observation on which the cycle was 
practically grounded, as we shall also demonstrate. 
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CHAPTER V. 


EXAMINATION AND CONFUTATION OF OBJECTIONS, RESULTING IN 
ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE. 


E" may be desirable here to notice the very insuffi- 

cient reasons on which some have rejected the 
above general scheme of Manetho as spurious, and 
the chronology it represents as the invention of later 
persons, by whom its reckoning evidently was not 
even understood, far less constructed. Those rea- 
sons, which are alleged against it as presented by 
Syncellus, may be found stated in the second volume 
of Mueller's ** Fragmenta Historicorum Grecorum," 
p.936. Plathius (Qu. Aeg., p. 46) is quoted, saying 
that learned men have determined that without doubt 
Syncellus was deceived in considering it ancient. 
This ** vetus chronicon," as it is called, does not, he 
dogmatically pronounces, even touch the times of 
ancient Egypt as Syncellus believed. He holds it 
more certain than certainty itself, that it was the later 
fabrication of an Alexandrian Jew or Christian. And 
why? Because Syncellus said that it affirmed the 
Egyptians had been called first Aérite, afterwards 
Mestreans, and afterwards at last Egyptians; 
whereas (as this critic informs us) it appears, both 
from other sources and from the Rosetta inscription, 
that Egypt was called nothing but Chemi or Keme 
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by its inhabitants, and that Aéria is à name of Egypt 
which it received from the Greeks, while Mestrza is 
the Hebrew name of Egypt. Further, that the 
author of that “ vetus chronicon” was either a Greek 
or conversant with Greek ideas, he thinks is proved by 
the mention of the twelve gods. But what finishes 
the business, he observes, is this—that the author of 
this “chronicon” agrees with Eusebius even in those 
places in which we know (?) that Eusebius had cor- 
rupted Manetho; as for instance in the 16th, 17th, 
18th, 19th, 22nd, and 25th dynasties ; so that Des 
Vignoles, p. 659, has nghtly determined that its 
author is later than Eusebius. Boeckh adds other 
arguments to these (pp. 53, sqq.) and thinks that the 
chronicle was written in the time which intervened 
between Eusebius and Panodorus. Letronne had 
previously shown that it was by some Christian Jew, 
who lived after Claudius Ptolemy, and wished to 
accommodate the times of the Egyptians to the 
sacred chronology !. 

In regard to this piece of criticism, strong in 
assertion, feeble in reason, we shall first deal with 
the more important statements towards its close 
which have regard to the date of the document. No 
doubt indeed these have been judiciously reserved by 
the objectors to the close; because, apart from the 
other frivolous objections, they have no ground to 
rest upon; and surely otherwise they would not have 
been displaced from the position of being primary in 
consideration. 

Itis not, then, attempted to be denied that this 
Canicular scheme of the Manethonian chronology 
existed and was reasoned upon in the time of Anianus 


' Mueller's Fragmenta Historicorum Grecorum, Par.1841—1851, 
vol. ii., p. 536. 
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and Panodorus, Egyptian monks who flourished in 
the patriarchate of Theophilus of Alexandria. The 
duration of that patriarchate was from a.D. 385 to 
A.D. 412, having commenced within forty-five years, 
and terminated within seventy-two years, of the 
death of Eusebius. We learn from Syncellus that 
these monks applied inversely the year-day system 
implied or suggested in the Egyptian mythic chrono- 
logy based on the Canicular Cycle’, to resolve some 
altogether foreign periods of vast extent, by treating 
the years of the supposed Chaldean saroses as having 
been only lteral days; and that they censured 
Eusebius for not having seen and applied this inverse 
principle of theirs, thinking that he ought to have 
discovered it from the Egyptian chronological 
scheme which was before him. Clearly therefore 
they knew that Eusebius had this Manethonian 
scheme before him, or else they could not have 
so censured him. Syncellus, on the other hand, 
defends Eusebius on the ground that that learned 
author well knew the mythic chronology of the 
Egyptians and Greeks, and their theoretical applica- 
tion of the Canicular Cycle, and therefore did not, 
as he could not possibly on any such ground, imagine, 
with Anianus and Panodorus, that a time had ever 
been when the year had in any nation literally con- 
sisted of a day, as had been supposed by them of the 
Chaldean periods called saroses, before the Flood. It 
is clear then, from the argument, that these monks 
knew the Canicular Cyclical system of the Egyptians, 
as it is applied in the Manethonian scheme under our 
consideration; and, that, living within about fifty 
years of the time of Eusebius, they also knew that 


* See above, p. 114. 
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Eusebius had it before him, since they blamed him 
for not having applied it inversely to the resolution 
of those immense Chaldean periods of innumerable 
saroses, the supposed existence of which, we shall 
by and by find, rests on their mistake of a passage 
of Alexander Polyhistor. Syncellus himself did not 
for a moment doubt that Eusebius had that Egyptian 
Canicular scheme before him, that he viewed it as 
received from Manetho, and understood it as con- 
structed on a principle of theoretical expansion of 
time, but not therefore applicable inversely to the 
reduction of years into literal days, especially for any 
supposed foreign periods, such as those of the 
Chaldeans. I think also that he writes as one who 
knew and means us to believe that the explanatory 
annotation upon it, which we have noticed, drawn 
from the Genica of Hermes and the Cyranic books, 
is from the pen and varied learning of Eusebius *. 


* 'The passages of Syncellus referring to this subject have been 
brought together and remarked upon by Scaliger, in his notes on 
the Greek of Eusebius, Thesaur. Temp., p. 406. The two follow- 
ing contain all that applies to our subject :— 

> € ` ` * /, s r N r 3 , 

ANAG 6 pév Bypwoods ba odpwv koi vijpov Kat Tdoowv áveypájaro, 
dv 6 pev Xápos yy’ érav, 6 dè Nipos érav x’ 6 8 Sdowv £f. xol 

^ , , ~ , , » , 3 ^ / , 
cvvijée aápovs pk dia Baciréwy Oéka, Trot xpovov éray pupiddwy py 
kat 9. ravra 86 črn twes Tov Kad Hpas ivropiKdv Hpepas éXoyicarto, 

^ 4 ` 3 4 € ~ r ` 
TTOXATTIKGS pepapevoe Tov Tlappirov EiceBiov, ds py voyoavra rà 
érn Tov Sdpwv juéepas. páryv 96 avróv év rTovTw péeudovTat, Tas 
yàp TÒ ui) ðv eye vonoat, ToAvpabys dv, Kai eidas THY “EAAqvucHy 
ddfav woAAovs aidvas Spodoyotoay rou pupiddas érdv wapeAyAvOevat 
GTO THS KocpuKYs yevérews, KaTa THY Tap aùrois jvvÜuajv TOD CwotaKOd 
éri ra évavtia Kivyow ard THS Gpxys Tod Kpvod, kal má els airhy 
GTOKATATTAT UW. 

* Nimirum rès trav kaÜ ypds teropuv intelliguntur "Aviàvos koi 
IIavóówpos, uová£ovres ópóxpovot, éri GeodiXov 700 k[J' ápyvemorkómov 
" AAcfayüpeías áxuácavres, ut idem Georgius alibi scribit." Scalig. 

'Apdórepo, 0$ a)rüv (IlavóÓwpos kai 'Avuiivos) róv Koucapeías 
IloAaucríóvgs Eboéftov xarapéugovrat, dre py Seddvyrar as airot Tov 
pupudiapov tov XaAdaikav érüv, cro. rüv pr’ odpuv, eis Huépas 
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It was probably in consequence of not distinguish- 
ing that explanatory comment of Eusebius at the 
close, from the Manethonian document to which it 
was annexed, that some distinguished men whose 
names have been mentioned were led to suspect its 
genuineness; which others, following their authority, 
converted into rejection. So far, then, from afford- 
ing any evidence of its having been concocted sub- 
sequently to Eusebius, Anianus and Panodorus afford 
express evidence to the contrary. But though they 
thought that Eusebius had not made the most of it, 
it does not appear that they themselves had any just 
understanding of its principle and structure; or that 
any man of that age, or since the Julian alteration 
of the Kalendar, showed such an understanding of 
it, as to be justly supposed capable of having invented 
it. The reader may partly judge of this from what 
has been shown in treating of the structure of it in 
the preceding chapter. 

There is a passage of Iamblichus which affords 


vocan, Kat dvadvcoes, } pepioes (as abrot mweroujxacw, ws mpode- 
Sexrar), va ovudwvos eipeOy Th ypap' peis St drodexdpeba uù 
oupBiBaoavra rd Wevdos rj GAnOeig. modvpabys yap bw, kai cibus 
Xahéaious dzeipovs aldvwv ris Korpoyovias yeyovoras, “EAAnvas 9€ kai 
Alyurriovs èv cikos Tévre zrepuó0ots êrôv A€yovtas TOV ard ava’, Hrot 
èv Às ydo kal hke, THY KoopIKHVY aroKkatdoTacW, ws év Tots 
Tevixots “Eppod xait rats Kupavict déperau Tojrov xdpw mepirrov 
iynoaTo Tas dAoTpias Sdgas dAAryopyaat, ðs čorxev. 

“ Hactenus Georgius” (remarks Scaliger), ‘‘ que certe non sunt 
pabula plebeiorum ingeniorum. Ideo hzc ii soli legent, qui hzc 
discere à natura comparati sunt, non qui nolunt et quidem, si 
velint, non possunt." 

The same subject may be found further referred to by Syn- 
cellus in other passages, as ed. Dindorf, vol, i. p. 147—149, in 
which these monks are alluded to under the name rov 'AXe£ávópov 
kai TOv áp. abróv Tàs uépas éry karapiüovrov. It is only by a 
very loose manner of speech that Alexander Polyhistor seems as 
if here included with these his erroneous commentators. 
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an indirect indication of the existence of the same 
theoretical multiple of the Canicular Cycle, if not in 
the time of Manetho, certainly in the days of Eusebius 
with whom Iamblichus was contemporary, for he 
died probably about a.D. 333. He says * that Manetho 
ascribed to Hermes 36,525 books exhibiting the 
general principles of the Universe; the number is 
the same, though transferred to another subject to 
which it could not be literally applicable. Clement 
of Alexandria states the number of the books of 
. Hermes publicly recognized in Egypt, at 425. The 
peeuliar numerical scheme, however, is thus traced 
back at least as far as to Eusebius's day, while there is 
not a shadow of contrary proof to show against the 
direct statements that he knew it, and transmitted it 
as that of Manetho; and it becomes necessary there- 
fore for our critics to assume that Eusebius, with all 
his varied learning and opportunities, was utterly 
deceived in it by a flagrant and recent imposture, so 
transparent that even they could prove it such at 
this laté period. But we may go further: probably 


* Tas j4&y ov óAas [8c. ápxàs] "Epjgs ev rats Suoprpiats BiXoss,. 
ós XéAevxos dmeypáiaro, 1) rais tpirpupiats te Kal éLaxurxirtaus Kal 
mevrakosiais kal eikosi Tévre Ws MaveOas ioropet, reAéus avederke. 
Iambl. * De Myst." Sect. viii. c. 1, ed. Gale, Oxon. 1678, p. 157. 
These * books" were all exhibiting only the general or universal 
principles, and therefore brief outlines. The editor Gale remarks 
with reason, “Porro que sunt Iamblicho [3(8Aou revera Aóyot 
erant.” Probably they were, as suggested above, tables or 
schemes of the Egyptian year, in relation to the seasons, the 
stars, and the moon, calculated on the Luni-Canicular Cycle of 
36,525 years. Seleucus the Mathematician was a contemporary 
of Vespasian, and his statement alluded to is most likely only 
an imperfect and vague echo of Manetho’s not understood. 

5 Clem. Alex. ** Strom." v., ed. Sylburg, 1641, p. 633. A cata- 
logue and description of the Hermetic books which were pub- 
licly recognized in Egypt, is given in the place here cited. 
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the boast of Manetho to which Iamblichus alluded, 
may have really meant that by the invention of that 
great Luni-Canicular Cycle and the tables belonging 
to it, his great ancestor, the second Hermes, had as 
good as furnished an almanac for every year of the 
36,525, equivalent to writing that number of such 
books. Thus the statement is reconciled to reason 
and truth; and thus that great cycle is referred no 
doubt to its genuine author. 

It is evident further, in regard to Manetho’s 
historical and chronological use of the scheme, that 
Eusebius, or an ancient author understood to be he, 
as quoted and used by Syncellus °, was alluding to it 
in what he says of the Sixteenth dynasty having fallen 
within the past Canicular Cycle according to Manetho ; 
which he does in mentioning the reign of Konkharis, 
the twenty-fifth king from Mizram. The list of 
kings in which Konkharis was the twenty-fifth, which 
is ascribed to Eusebius by Scaliger’, has been framed 
by Syncellus from the authorities he had before him, 
beginning with Eusebius, whose works were the 
principal source from which the subsequent writers 
‘feathered themselves ; and it follows directly in con- 
nexjon with passages expressly quoted from Eusebius, . 
in which he had mentioned the chronology of the 
Samaritan Pentateuch, and discussed it in comparison 
with that of the Hebrew and Septuagint, from the 
Flood down to the times of Mizraim, of the dispersion 
of mankind, and of Nimrod the son of Cush è.. Even 


* Syncel. Chronogr. ed. Dindorf. vol. i. p. 74. 

' Thesaur. Temp., Gr. p. 21. The list is given from Bunsen, 
after Syncellus, * Mulleri Fragm." ii. 607. 

® This list of Egyptian kings, furnished by Syncellus, certainly 
contains a groundwork of information from Eusebius, and through 
him from Manetho, whose own works Syncellus himself had not 
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in the Armenian version of Eusebius (on which we 
lay but little stress), though it does not contain the 


woe ee Lal 
* -— — Tw 7. 


before him, otherwise he would have furnished the dynasties 
thence and not from two varying sources; but it is evident that, 
particularly in the later portions of this list of kings, he has been 
misled by the spurious reckoning of the thirty human dynasties 
as successive. The judgment of Scaliger as to it will be found in 
his notes, p. 412, at the foot of Column 2. How much pains Syn- 
cellus took to fix the commencement of this series of kings, c 
according to his reckoning of the year of the world, 2776, may ! 
be noted in the following passages, of which I give the pages sod 
from the first volume of Dindorf's edition. His anxiety to fix its | 
exact commencement, according to the data on which he was 
working from Eusebius's comparison of the Septuagint, Samaritan, 
and Hebrew, shows that he thought he set out on reliable 
information, which was no doubt from Eusebius. But he has 
interpolated the earlier portion by the insertion of names which 
are apocryphal, corrupted the middle by misplacing names, and 
made up the latter part by a total dislocation of history based on 
the spurious succession of dynasties. See an instance in the 
note at the foot of Column II. of my Conspectus of the dynasties. 

P. 149. “Amd 8% rod Bos’ érovs, drep ñv Tod “Apdagéad AS rhs 
Vyej.ovías, exovres, THs Sé yeverews TQD Bare Eros €, ef abroU kai riv - 
Tore tov Xaddaiwy Baoirelav, 7s mpõros Eùýxıos ó xoi Nef)poó 
teatro, dauév korápfacÜa, kal riv TOv Ailyurriwv, js Kal adris 
vpóros ó oikurri]s Altyómrov Mecrpatj, éBacideuce. 

P. 168. To Bios’ ere To) xéopov 7 Siacmopa trav off &0voy! 
yeyove, Daréx Se Fy èrâv e. ; : 


SE. a SR PON s 
bo ee > E 
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P. 170. T Bos’ érei rod kóopov ó rpwros oikjoas tiv Meotpaiay 
X“pay Hrow Atyurrov Bacitevoey èv aùr) mpóros érg Ac. 
Aiybrrov ris mada Meotpaias Baciréwv črn. ` 
a Meorpatp 6 kat Mývns črņ Ae. 
Aiyvrrov Sevrepos éBacitevoe Koupaidns [1]. Nevpaddys, i. e. Nevpòð, 
v. NeBpwd?, | érn €y’, &e. 





1 Syncellus seems to have got the 72 nations of the Dispersion from Epipha- 
nius, apud ** Chron. Pasch." p. 32. 

2 There are ancient forms of K and N which might be mistaken; and the 
form Nevpdd for the name Nefpd3, or Nimrod, may be found exemplified, 
* Thesaur. Temp." Gr. p. 11; where he is said to have been called by the Baby- i 
lonians Ejfjxoos, as also above, Ebfjx:os, a name of Bacchus ? 
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list of the Egyptian kings just referred to, there is 
yet a sufficient recognition of the fact that Eusebius 
had the same general Manethonian scheme before 
him; as we discover plainly in & very corrupt ac- 
count of the Manethonian chronology, corfusedly 
mixed up with particulars drawn probably from other 
parts of Manetho’s historical works, and interspersed 
with interpretation on a false theory, according to 
which the years are treated as months. Possibly 
the learned Egyptian priest may have shuffled his 
cards so as intentionally to puzzle his readers; but 
though the passage of the Armenian version now 
referred to cannot accurately represent Eusebius, 
we gather from it one or two points indicating its 
nature and source. It is given at page 200 of that 
version, in the Latin rendering, under the heading, 
“ Ex Manethi Ægyptiacis monumentis qui tribus tomis 
contexuit commentaria de diis, semideis et manibus, 
atque mortalibus, qui Ægyptiis imperarunt usque ad 
Darium regem Persarum.” Take the following :— 
** Protractum est regnum [deorum] usque ad Bitem 


And, in continuation of this list, at p. 193. 

Aiyurriov éBacikevoe xe’ Koyxadpts éry €. 

Toíro TQ € ret Tov xe’ BactrXevoavros Koyxapews t7s 
Aiyvmrov éri tras us’ Svvacreias ToU kvvikoU Aeyop.évov 
L[yeyevnpévov, Scal.] xixXov rapa tO Mavede@, ard Tod 
wporov BactrXéws kai oixictot Meotpatp twAnpodvtrar ery 
Wy’, BactXNéwv ke',—robr écriv àró ToU kaÜoAwoU koopakoU | Byros" 
érovs KaÜ Ov xpóvov 4 Suacropa yéyovev, &c. The words at the 
end, rotr éoriv, &c., are obviously an explanatory comment of 
Syncellus, in continuation of his wish to mark the date of com- 
mencement of this ancient list of the kings of Egypt agreeably to 
his reckoning of the years of the world, as above shown. Reason- 
ings and passages, taken verbatim from Eusebius, will be found 
interspersed, pp. 165, 166. 168, &c. Scaliger gives the passage in 
his ** Thesaur. Temp." Gr. p. 21. 


uA LIE iem Br s * E 





CHAP. V. | OBJECTIONS—RESULT IN FURTHER EVIDENCE. 145 


[Butem, Mai.| in spatio annorum [ter]? myriadis 
triumque millium et nongentorum. .... Post 
deos regnavit gens semideorum annis MCCLYV. [qu. 


MCCLX. ?]. Atque item ali reges dominati sunt * 


annis MDCCCXVII.” The first of these numbers, 
33,900, may be compared with the 33,804 years as- 
signed to the gods in the Manethonian scheme. The 
second, 1255, may be compared with the reign of the 
demigods in that scheme, supplemented by the period 
there assigned to make out the cycle, 817 + 443 = 
1260 [read MCCLX.]. In the third number, 1817, 
the same supplementary 443 years may perhaps have 
been taken over again, as belonging properly to the 
human kings; under deduction of which the period 
would be 1474, suggesting, though inaccurately, the 
Canicular Cycle; and the sum of the three periods 
would thus be 36,629 or 36,634, being less by 32 or 
27 years than the sum of the years contained in the 
extract as we have given it in the preceding chap- 
ter, which exceeded twenty-five Canicular Cycles by 
the measure of the Persian dynasty, 135 years; 
while this exceeds twenty-five cycles only by 103 
or 108 years. The period of the gods is given in 
excess; that of the mortal kings in defect. So far 
therefore as the evidence of the Armenian Eusebius 
is to be considered, it is corroborative ‘of the genuine- 
ness of this Manethonian scheme, which 1s destruc- 
tive of the pretensions of that spurious guccession 
of dynasties found there also. 

To these considerations may be added the allu- 
sion to this Sothic scheme contained in the following 
extract from Julius Africanus :—‘‘ The Egyptians,” 


? This little word, or the corresponding numeral mark, seems 
to have been omitted from the recurrence of the same multiplier 
for the thousands. 

L 
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says he, ** for greater boastfulness of antiquity, made 
an array of superfluous cycles and myriads of years, 
according to a certain scheme of those among them 
who astrologize'," &c. I submit that these words 
are descriptive of that Manethonian Canicular scheme 
which we have under review, and that the evidence 
here occurring of its existence in the time of 
Africanus is not the less satisfactory from being quite 
incidental and indirect. That Manetho astrologized, 
there is sufficient proof. The same might be said of all 
their astronomers. Taken with the other evidence, 1t 
is conclusive against those learned critics who pre- 
tended that that scheme was fabricated in the interval 
between Eusebius and Panodorus. It thus leaves us 
with the evidence of Eusebius and Africanus in its 
favour, as Egyptian and Manethonian. On the other 
hand, what is there to show to the contrary ? 

Upon the remaining statements and objections of 
this erroneous piece of criticism, it may be observed, 
first, that it is not the fact that the Manethonian 
fragment quoted by Syncellus, and miscalled the vetus 
chronicon, affirmed the Egyptians to have been called 
first Aéritz, then Mestreans, lastly Egyptians. 
What is really affirmed by Syncellus is, that it 
treated of five races of kings by whom Egypt had 
been ruled; the first two of whom were no doubt the 
divine and semi-divine; but the mortal rulers it. 
mentioned, as having been of these three dynastic 
races: first Ayrite or Aürite (not Aérite), next 
Mestrzan, lastly Egyptian. The passage is written 


1"Agdptkavod rept ris taév Aiyvariov cai XadSalwv 
pvOddouvs xpovorAoylas. | Alyémriot pev ody él 76 Koprrwdérrepov 
xpóvov wepurras mepiddous Kal pupiddas érav Kara Oéow Twà ràv Tap. 
avrots àarpoAoyovp.évov é£é0cvro, &c., npud Scalig. ** Thesaur. Temp." 
Gr. p. 8. 
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in Greek, and therefore it is obvious that even if all 
the three names were of Greek form, it would make 
nothing against the correctness of its statement. 
But itis not proved that the name Ayrite 1s of Greek 
origin’, or that a name properly corresponding to it 
was unknown to the ancient Egyptians, as the de- 
signation of a race of kings; neither is it proved 
that the native Hgyptians knew no name of their 
country but Chemi', far less that they were ignorant 


? We find the appellation of **the Aérian land" made use of by 
ZEschylus in relation to Egypt, $vyàs 'Aepías &ró yas (“ Suppl.” 75); 
but it were as easy to affirm that this is a corruption of the word 
Ayrian or Ayrite, equivalent to Athyrian or Osirian, as that that 
is a corruption of A¢rian. The Assyrian supremacy was in the 
hands of Nimrod; and it was claimed by his Egyptian successors. 
The title Bousiris was hereditary among them. The name 
Assyrian is found softened into Athyrian; why not still further 
into Ayrian? The information of Atschylus was plainly not 
confined to Greek sources; but, living in the glorious period 
when the Persian invasion of Greece was repelled, and the in- 
vaders despoiled, he had manifestly obtained information from 
Persian and Egyptian sources which is historically valuable. The 
use of the name Aérian by ZEschylus, is therefore not at vari- 
ance with the origin of that word which has been now suggested. 
We. know that that name was extended not only to Egypt, but to 
other Mediterranean countries and islands; and we find, from 
ihe traditionary story of Picus (Pi-Cüs), that in his day the 
Assyrian Empire in the West was understood to embrace these 
Mediterranean countries, including Italy (Chron. Pasch., p. 37), 
while the Cretan Minotaur seems to receive some illustration 
from the Nineveh Marbles, as the Assyrian emblém. Of the 
word Aéria, Jablonski says, * Fuit hoe vetustissimum nomen 
ZEgypti, non Gracum." 

3 I know of no apparent authority for this statement, unless it 
be in these words of Jablonski. ‘ Aigyptii, sermone suo patrio, 
regionem suam semper, etiam in versione Vet. et Novi Testa- 
menti, appellant Chemi, vel ut Copti pronunciare solent, Chami.” 
Jabl. *Panth. ZEg." lib. i. c. 4, p.97. But this is universally affir- 
mative of the name Chem; not necessarily negative of all others; 


LA 
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of the descent of some of their kings from Mizraim, 
the son of Ham; and if the origin of the Shepherd 
dynasty was from a branch of the same race with the 
Philistines, the classification is at once accounted for 
and justified. Then, in regard to another of the 
objections, we learn from Herodotus that the ancient 
Egyptians had their twelve gods. It requires some 
hardihood therefore to assume that they were without 
that mystic zodiac; and if it is the fact that the 
author of that scheme of the old chronology was 
acquainted with Greek ideas, in what manner does 
that invalidate it? The author of it, Manetho, 
though professing to draw his information from 
ancient Egyptian sources, as being himself an 
Egyptian and their native high priest, nevertheless 
was writing for the Greek king, Ptolemy Philadel- 
phus, by that Greek king's command, and in the 
Greek language. What shall we think of the learned 
critic who has found in this the discovery of an 
invincible objection to its genuineness? Behold 
with how little wisdom the world of literature is 
ruled! A baseless judgment like this would scarcely 
pass muster in any other kingdom or republic under 
the sun; but here it is promulgated by Plathius, 
and enshrined by the learned Mueller! And lo, 
under the shadow of great names, the world of lite- 
rature receive the dictum as from the throne of 
Ancient Night ! 

_ But further, the Epistle Dedicatory of Manetho to 
Ptolemy Philadelphus, presenting to him his history, 
beginning in the first volume with the chronological 
scheme founded on the Sothic Cycle, and applying it 


and it is modern, not ancient, testimony. See further the Cata- 
logue of the Egyptian Kings, in Chap. X. The name Athyria is 
actually found applied to the last retained portion of the Shepherd 
dominion in Egypt. 
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to the kingdom of the gods and demigods, is im- 
pugned by the same learned authorities as a fabri- 
cation, for reasons equally frivolous ; namely,— 
First, because in the words introducing the Epistle, 
or in the superscription or title placed over it, Pto- 
lemy Philadelphus is called Zefjaerós, which, it is 
alleged, manifestly indicates the time of the Roman 
emperors. To this we have replied, in the first 
place, that though ‘3<«Baords was adopted by the 
Roman emperors as the Greek equivalent of Augustus, 
yet it expresses ideas not contained in that Latin 
title—ideas of divine honours and worship rendered 
to the sovereign as agéBaopa; and it thus owes its 
origin to the Oriental and Egyptian monarch-wor- 
ship which was introduced among the Greeks by 
Alexander the Great, and thence transferred after- 
wards, in the Roman Empire, to the Cæsars. Itis 
not of Roman origin, but might be applied without 
any incongruity as an epithet in speaking of one of 
the Greek monarchs. And, in the second place, it is 
replied, that the title is not used by Manetho in the 
letter in question, though it occurs in the title or men- 
tion of it prefixed; and the title or mention, being no 
part of the letter, might surely be written by the hand 
of the person who made the extract, without affecting 
the genuineness of the letter to which it is prefixed. 
Secondly, It is objected that the epithet, Trisme- 
gistos, applied to Hermes, appears foreign to the 
times of Ptolemy. Philadelphus; that the first 
example of that title occurs in the Rosetta in- 
scription ; but most frequently the name is used in 
the Hermetic books, of which the greater part were 
composed in the third century after Christ. There- 
fore (the objectors continue) those most illustrious 
men, Letronne (Recueil des Inscr. gr. et. lat. de lE- 
gypte, tom. i. pp. 206. 283, &c.) and Boeckh (Ma- 
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netho u. die Hundssternperiode, Berlin, 1845, p. 15), 
SUSPECT that this Epistle is to be assigned to the 
same period. (Mulleri * Fragm. Hist. Gr." ii. 512.) 
The writer is accordingly to be hanged on suspicion. 

To this it may be replied, that the special epithet 
of Thoth or Hermes which in the time of Ptolemy 
Epiphanes was written on the Rosetta Stone, and 
which is there rendered in the Greek portion of that 
inscription “Epps 6 péyas Kat péyas, may very well 
have been in existence in the reign of Ptolemy Phila- 
delphus, there being not a shadow of evidence to 
show that it was introduced as a new and previously 
unknown title in the Rosetta inscription ; and if the 
authors of the spurious Hermetic books adopted and 
made use of that title, it is quite as likely that they 
adopted it because they knew it to be ancient, 
though they may have put a new construction on its 
meaning and origin‘*; for how should they have 
hoped to give plausibility and currency to their 
books by the adoption of a new and unheard-of 
title? Gay, in his fable, gives a sounder principle, 
and it is one seldom lost sight of by forgers,— 


* Such may be the source of the spurious account of the mean- 
ing and derivation of the title Trismegistos, in the ** Chronicon 
Paschale," where it is referred to his doctrine of the Trinity. 
‘Ev rois xpóvows Ts Dacueías XécocTpis, 7v Epyjs ó Tpuapéyworos 
6 Alytmrus, dvipp poBepos êv copia, sorts Efpacey tpeis peyioras 
Avvdpes evar, TÒ Tov appyrov Kai Sypsovpyod Oeod õvopa pilav 
@eoryra elrev elvai. 516 cai éxAnOy dd rôv Alyvrriwv Tpio péyirros 
‘Epps. “ Chron. Pasch.” ed. Ducange, p. 47. But no shadow of 
any sanction for this derivation can be traced in the use of it on 
the Rosetta Stone; and the adoption of an erroneous derivation 
and interpretation of it in the passage above cited, is nothing 
against the value of the statement there made, that he flourished 
in the period of the reign of Sesostris. If so, he seems to have 
been the third Hermes (third, and thrice greatest), judging from 
the mention of the second Hermes, cited in next paragraph. 
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* Whene'er you wish your story true, 
Keep probability in view." 


But, further, if the title of Trismegistos were 
supposed to be not so ancient, it would only invali- 
date the reading of that word, and not of the letter 
in which it occurs. One might suppose in that case, 
that the reading had been rò roð mpomatopds pov 
[or tov], peyiorov “Eppov; and that pov or rod, in a 
careless running hand, had been combined with the 
word following, and read as the word tpicpeyiorov, 
familiar to the reader and transcriber of the day. 

Thirdly, an objection is raised on the following 
circumstances. We learn from Syncellus, speaking 
in relation to this very passage, that Manetho got 
the information for his ancient Chronology, as he 
stated, ‘* from PILLARS situated in the Seriadic land, 
bearing inscriptions in the sacred dialect and in 
hierographic characters, by Thoth the first Hermes, 
and which were interpreted after the overwhelming 
in the waters, out of the sacred dialect into the 
Greek tongue—records which had, moreover, in 
hieroglyphic characters, been laid up in Books by the 
second Hermes, the son of Agathodzmon (Kneph °), 
and father of Tat (Taaut, the third Hermes ?), in the 
Shrines of the temples of Egypt."—Of these three 
Hermeses, the second may have been the regent 
Tethmósis, or 'Thoth-Amósis, who reigned in the 


* Kneph is Agathodæmon, vid. Jablonski “ Panth. Ægypt.” lib. i. 
€. 4. Poivixes 06 avro &yaÜOv Õaipova kaXovaw poiws, kal Aiyómriot 
Kvj$ émovouáfovs, Euseb. Prep. Evang." i. 10, p. 41. The 
divinity whose name he bore was represented with the head of 
a hawk, and as a winged circle of a serpent, having a hawk’s 
form of head. “Affinis est Hebrea vox 22, id est ala, que 


precipuum a Porphyrio numinis hujus insigne pony: Vigeri 
Nota, p. 8, ibid. 
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minority of the young Sesostris; and who would 
thus appear to have been son, or perhaps only 
successor (Sanchoniatho makes him brother or kins- 
man), of Kneph-Akhthos. 'The third flourished in the 
reign of Sesostris.—'* The information, thus acquired, 
Manetho addressed to King Philadelphus, the second 
Ptolemy, in the book of Sothis, writing word for 
word as follows *:" (and then the letter is given). 
But, according to our learned critics, Egypt had 
no ynv Snpradicyv, no Seriadic district, and knew 
nothing of the Deluge; and further, the old mytho- 
logy of the Egyptians did not recognize two Her- 
meses; so that these statements cannot be Mane- 
tho’s, nor yet can the passage which Syncellus 
introduces by the mention of them. 

Now, some confusion in the manner of statement 
in this passage is attributable to Syncellus’s not 
very clear understanding; and it is on Syncellus, 
not on Manetho, that the absurdities charged on it 
by the illustrious Bishop Stillingfleet’ ought justly 


* As the passage is somewhat involved in one part, I give it 
from Syncellus, ed. Dindorf. vol. i. p. 72, 73. 

Ilpókevrat 86 Xovróv kai epi rHs Tov Aiyurriuv duvacreias pixpa 
Ouafjety ék rüy MaveÜQ ToU Zefevvórov, ôs éri IlroAepaíov ToU 
DurriaddrAgov dpxtepeds rdv £y Alyómro eiówAciov xpuparícas, éx rav 
éy Tj XgpujDBuqj yf keuiévov orydrav, lepg (pyot) diaréxrw Kai iepo- 
ypadikois ypdppact Kexapaxtynpicpévwy td OS rod mpwrov ‘Eppo?, 
kal épuyvevOecav pera Tov KaraxAvopov éx THs lepads Suaréxrov cis THV 
"EXXAgv(8a. dovijy,—ypáppacw: iepoyAvdukots [96] xat. &roreÜcvrov. éy 
BiBrots td rod "Ayabodsaipovos viod, Tov Dcvrépov 'Eppo?, marpòs dé 
TOU Tàr, éy rois advTos Tav iepüy Alyumrov,—Tmpocedóvgoe TQ abro 
DrAa&dAdw Bacrret Sevrépw ILlroAeuaóp év ty BiBAw THs Zóðews 
ypaduv éri Aé£eus otros. 

'EvicroA MaveÜÀ roð ZXefevvórov wpós IlroAeuatoy tov PiAd- 
deAdov. &c. 

' « Origines Sacre," B. i. ch. 2, $ 2. The objections of Bishop 
Stillingfleet apply to the Chronology of Manetho in toto, and the 
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to be fastened. In other points regarding the - 
fragments of Manetho, we have seen the stupidity of 
Syncellus leading the way in a series of misappre- 


statement now before us is censured only incidentally. The 
passage is curious as illustrating an earlier stage of criticism, not 
now tenable, particularly as to hieroglyphics. 

“The plain impossibilities,” says he, “are, first, that Manetho 


_ should transcribe his dynasties from the beginning of the history 


of Egypt, to almost the time of Alexander, out of sacred in- 
scriptions of Thoyth, who lived in the beginning of the very first 
dynasty according to his own computation. Sure, this Thoyth 
was an excellent prophet, to write an history for about 50,000 
years to come, as Manetho reckons it. Secondly, it is as well 
still that his history after the flood should be translated into 
Hieroglyphic characters. What kind of translation is that? We 
had thought that Hieroglyphics had been representations of 
things, and not of sounds and letters or words. How could this 
history have been written in any tongue, when it was in hiero- 
glyphics? Do hieroglyphics speak in several languages, and are 
they capable of changing their tongues? But, thirdly, it is as 
good still that the second Mercury, or Agathodæmon, did trans- 
late this history so soon after the flood into Greek. Was the 
Greek tongue so soon in request after the flood, that the Egyptian 
history for the sake of the Greeks must be translated into their 
language? Nay, is it not evident from Herodotus and Diodorus, 
that the Grecians were not permitted so much as any commerce 
with the Egyptians till the time of Psammeticus, which fell out 
in the twenty-sixth dynasty of Manetho, and about a century 
after the beginning of the Olympiads ? We see then how credible 
an author Manetho is, and what truth there is like to be in the 
account of ancient times given by the Egyptian histories, when 
the very chief of them so lamentably and ominously stumbles in’ 
his very entrance into it.” It will be seen that most of the 
Bishop’s objections are turned aside by a more careful reading and 
punctuation of the passage. They are all indeed a tissue of mis- 
takes, which the reader will easily detect from thẹ data which 
have been given. But the passage is vigorous, and the criticism 
it contains scarcely more out of date than are henceforth the 
other more recent critical objections which it has been necessary 


to notice and reply to in this chapter. 
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hensions which have lasted through the long ages 
subsequent. Deceived by accepting as Manetho's 
the fabricated succession of dynasties which are 
transmitted erroneously under the names of Euse- 
bius and Africanus, and being of course unable to 
reconcile these with the original scheme of the 
Manethonian dynasties above presented, he was 
perplexed, not having before him Manetho’s own 
works, but only those of compilers. The documents 
which we have been examining purport upon the face 
of them to be extracts from Manetho ; and Syncellus 
saw that Manetho had evidently set out from these 
as his starting-point (ék rovtwy Snrad7y AaBav tas 
á$oppás). But the inconsistency of those fabricated 
successions of dynasties, which probably before the 
time of Syncellus had come to be accepted as genuine, 
led him to the mistake that Manetho’s general scheme, 
above considered, was some older chronography, 
which Manetho had found existing among the 
Egyptians; and into this opinion he slid by the 
grammatical blunder of supposing xarà TO mañay 
xpovwov to mean karà tadaiv tt xpovoypadetov, by 
which he misled all later critics. He was right in 
his conclusion, that that chronological scheme of 
history was older than the fabricated succession of 
thirty human dynasties, and lay at the basis of that 
later fabrication: he was wrong in supposing that it 
.existed prior to Manetho. And now, in the place 
before us, he gives us a confused and muddled 
account of some of the ancient authorities from 
which Manetho mentioned that he had worked. 
Yet the fact that this perplexity of Syncellus is not 
justly chargeable on Manetho, does not relieve us of 
the duty of replying to the objections founded on the 
statement as to those pillars in the Seriadic land, 
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and as to the deluge, and the Greek translation, 
and the hieroglyphics. It may be replied, therefore, 
as to these,— 

1st; That the appellation Xp (Seriadic) may 
be a derivative from Siris, an Ethiopian name of the 
Nile, and may mean the district where the Nile 
begins to spread, particularly in the period of the 
inundation; the district from the apex of the Delta 
downwards, through the country which Herodotus 
calls ** ehe gift of the river." 

The expression of Aeschylus, where he calls this 
portion of Egypt *'the triangular Niromm land 5," 
may be thus simply a translation of an earlier name— 
* THE SIRIAD," or * THE SIBIADIC LAND "—before the 
river Sinis ?, or Arrgiors!, had. received the name of 
the Nitz. The overflow of the river was connected 
by the Egyptians with the rising of the star Srrics: 
Tov Netov daci Kata Tov Tov Yeipiov aotpov èr- 
Bodny, &v @ Kkaip@ padiora ewe mANpodaGat, &c.? ; so 
that it were not to be wondered if the star also had 
taken this name from the river, as it were “‘ THE STAR 
OF THE Sizis, or Nits.” There was also an interme- 
diate stage in the river’s name, in which, by inter- 


8 "Hées xeAawov hiAov, ot mpòs Alov 
vaiovgt wiyyais, &vOa morapòs Aidiow. 
Tovtov map oxOas ép, évs ày éQiky 
kara [Jac ov, évQa. BuBAtvov ópàv dro 
(got aerróv Netos evrorov péos. 
otros a" ó00ce. Ti]jy rpCyovov és x0óva. 
NeAGTw.—'* Prom. Vinct." 806. 

* Zwpis, the Nile, so called by the Ethiopians, Dion. 223. So 
also Jablonski (Voces Agyptie, in Valpy’s Stephanus), “ Siris 
est Nili nomen antiquissimum, et ut puto origine Æg. Occurrit 
apud Dionys. ‘ Perieg.’ 223, Plin. v. 5, et Steph. Byz. v. Xvivg." 

'* ZEschylus, as above cited. 

* Diodor. i. 19, ed. Wesseling, vol. i. p. 22. 
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change of the aspirated consonants °, it passed from 
Aithiops to Aiphiops and Aikheops, and thence to 
Aighyps and Aegyptus*; a process of transition 
traceable in the existing transmutations of the name 
of the king so called—Aithiops, Aphiops, Phiops, 
Kheops, Aegyptus. But if the river’s ancient name, 
SIBIS, be not accepted by the learned critics as 
the true explanation of the derivative name THE 
SIRIAD, or SIRIADIC LAND, then, at the worst, it might 
be a corruption by some transcriber. And after all, 
it does not occur in the letter, or in any of the quoted 
words, but in the general statement made by Syn- 
cellus, or the compiler used by him. There are, 
therefore, other hands to which the error, if error it 
were, may be attributed, besides the author of the 
chronology impugned. Surely a forger would not 
have chosen to create for himself a needless difficulty, 
by inventing an improbable or unheard-of name for an 
Egyptian district! And with the fact before us of 
the manifold transformations through which Oriental 
proper names have passed in the ancient Greek 
histories, it seems surprising how any man, having 
a knowledge of antiquity, could lay stress on such 
an objection. 

2nd. The xarax\vopos, or overwhelming in the 
waters, which is mentioned, may not be the deluge 
in the days of Noah, but much more likely the over- 
whelming in the Red Sea; an event of nearer interest, 
and having more special relation to Egyptian history. 
The fact of its having been confounded with the 
deluge of Noah by careless critics, both ancient and 


* See instances of this cited, p. 69 note, p. 76. First king of 
twenty-ninth dynasty. 

* JEgyptus was the name of the river as late as in the days of 
Homer. 
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modern, is nothing against this. Josephus so con- 
founds it in his mention of the two pillars in the 
land called **the Siriad?; in which he also confounds 
the antediluvian patriarch Seth with Sethôs, or 
Sethôsis, that is, Sesostris, by whom the pillars were 
erected *: but the mistake of Josephus is very pal- 
pable, and only serves to show that the statement 
as to these Egyptian pillars or obelisks, and their 
erection in the Siriadic land, is older than his day. 
That there was a xatraxAvopos, or overwhelming in 
the waters; that that cataclysm took place in the 
days of a king SEsosTRIS, whose name, as being 
sovereign also over Babylon and Assyria, appeared 
in the Chaldean annals, in the modified forms of 
Xixuthros’, Xisuthros, or Xisithros, and Sisuthros, 
or Sisithros ; and further, that .the previous records 
of the kingdom did not perish thereby, but had been 
laid up by Sisuthros at Heliopolis, we learn from 
fragments of information preserved to us from 
Berosus, by Abydenus, Apollodorus (of Artemita *), 
and Alexander Polyhistor*. By these ancient writers, 
particularly the last, this cataclysm has been con- 
founded, just as by Josephus and by modern learned 


5 Bishop Stillingfleet justly remarks that Josephus only copies 
the story of Manetho, * Orig. Sacr." B. i. ch. 2. 

* Ant. i. 2, 6 3. The confusion of Seth and Sesostris has been 
pointed out by Whiston. 

' The letter £ or x is sometimes the equivalent of the Hebrew 
wW, as in the names Xerxes, Artaxerxes, &c. The sama Hebrew 
letter is also represented by X or S, as in the rendering of Shishak, 
Sesac, or Sovcaxip. | 

* The Apollodorus mentioned quotes Alexander Polyhistor, 
and therefore could not be Apollodorus of Athens, but might be 
Apollodorus of Artemita, author of the Parthian history, who is 
quoted by Strabo. 

* Euseb. “Chron.” i. Gr. pp. 4—8, ap. Scalig. “‘ Thesaur. Temp.” 
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but indiscriminating critics, with the flood of Noah, 
simply because it was an overwhelming in the waters ; 
and some facts recorded of Noah have been inserted 
by Polyhistor, to make out with them more circum- 
stantially the story of Sisuthros, or Sesostris, whose 
personal history, and the sudden disappearance of 
Sesostris III., are also mixed up, even more absurdly, 
with some confused hearsay accounts of the trans- 
lation of Enoch! The incongruous mixture arose, 
no doubt, through the Jews having been settled in 
large numbers at Babylon and in Chaldea, where 
their record of the deluge of Noah, and of the earlier 
patriarchal history thus became known in some 
imperfect manner to the heathen among whom they 
dwelt, and was appropriated by the latter in strange 
confusion with their own tradition of a totally 
different event. But that Eusebius himself did not 
understand. Sisuthros to be Noah, or the series of 
kings mentioned before Sisuthros tobeallantediluvian, 
appears from what he expressly says, in the preface 
to his Chronicus Canon, according to Jerome's Latin 
version, concerning the years before the flood. ** Item 
a, dilwoio usque ad Adam MMCOÓXLII, n quibus nulla 
penitus, nec Graeca, nec Barbara, et ut loquar in com- 
mune, gentilis reperitur historia!" In confirmation 
of this statement, that neither any Greek nor any 
other Gentile history of the period before the flood 
of Noah was in existence, Scaliger adduces, as 
regards Egypt, a valuable ancient fragment from 
Cedrenus, which he conjectures to be of Africanus, 
in which it is affirmed that both the flood of Ogyges 
and of Deucalion, and still more the general deluge, 
were unknown to Egyptian history, the two former 


! Euseb. ** Procem." ap. Scalig. ** Thesaur. Temp." p. 55. 
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from being only local, the last because it preceded 
the patriarch Ham, from whom, and subsequently to 
whom, that history traces its earliest origin’. The 
Hebrew origin of the mixture of the traditions, peers 
out in the mistake of the meaning of a Hebrew 
word, by which Heliopolis became removed to Meso- 
potamia, or to Babylon on the Euphrates. Sisuthros, 
or Sesostris, had laid up the records at Heliopolis in 
the ** library," —WrY9o Siphraia, a Chaldaic plural (or 
` perhaps simply O'nBD Sephárim, the ordinary plural) 
from "9D a book. Alexander Polyhistor, after Be- 
rosus, makes it “ Heliopolis in Sippara,  —èv móet 
‘Hov XZınmápois; Abydenus in like manner, èv 
“AXiov mode TH èv Zırmapowwı. Bochart, who points 
out the Hebrew origin and meaning of the word, 
would identify it with the Sipphara (Xur$pa) of the 
Geographer Ptolemy, a town in Mesopotamia?; but 
the Hebrew for that name, Gesenius* tells us, is 


had no idea where this mysterious ** Sippara " of his 
could be; but he puts it at Babylon, because the 
narrative was taken from the accounts of the Chal- 
deans, and Sisuthrus (Sesostris) was recognized by 
them as having been sovereign there. So by this 
account Sippara was at Babylon, and Heliopolis was. 
inside of: Sippara(!)—the fact being simply, that the 
* Sippara," * Sipharim," or ** Siphraia," that is, the 
Lrprary, or Repository or REcorps, was at Heliopolis, 
a little south of which stood afterwards the Egyptian 
town and Chaldean colony of Babylon—Baboul, or 
Old Cairo. -The third and greatest Hermes is, as we 
have seen, expressly referred to the time of Sesos- 


* Scalig. * Animadv." Ibid. p. 22. 
* Bochart, Phaleg. i. 4. 
* Lexicon, voce TDD. 
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tris’: and the taste of Sesostris for founding 
libraries appears from the institution of one in the 
monument or tomb of Osymandyas at Thebes; for 
Osymandyas appears beyond a doubt to be the same 
king with Sesostris the Great. It was not, however, 
in the reign of that great king that the Egyptian 
cataclysm, or perishing by water, occurred, nor in 
the reign and death of his immediate successor, his 
adopted son, Sesoósis, or Sesostris II., but in the 
time of the next king, the third Sesostris. Identity 
of name and title has in some instances caused a 
confusion of the one with the other. All three were 
of a dynasty called ** Memphian ;" but the first was 
educated in Ethiopia; the second, after the world- 
wide conquests of his father by adoption, had appa- 
rently been made prince of Erech, thus reverting to 
the old style and title of some of the earliest Egyptian 
sovereigns. Hence we have the probable explanation 
of a remarkable passage preserved to us from Apollo- 
dorus (not Atheniensis), where, after mentioning seve- 
ral Chaldean kings, he writes as follows: Elra dpa 
" Auéuuvov (qu. 'Auéudwov, equivalent to roy Meudi- 
Tv?) XadSatov èk Aapáywv, Bacirevorar 96 [0ápovs *] 
un” én 5é rovTou Tov péyav Katakduvopov pno yeyev7- 
oa’: * Then reigned the Memphian (Amempsinus °), 
a Chaldean of El Erech," that is, a member of the 
Sacred Philosophic College of Chaldees there, a 


5 See “ Chron. Pasch.,” cited above, p. 150. 

* Qu. substitute érea ? 

' Scalig. ** Thesaur. Temp." Gr. p. 5. 

* It may be proper also to compare this name with another 
corruption, Semempses, as the word Sesestris, or Sesostris, is writ- 
ten in the first so-called dynasty. The analysis of that corruption 
will be found in its proper place, particularly in note A. Ap- 
pendix. 
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Sophi; ‘and in his reign he states that the great 
overwhelming of the waters took place.” ‘In the 
length of reign given, Sart are inserted by the 
transcriber instead of years; the number is the 
same with that of the years sometimes assigned to 
the reign of Sesostris the Great?, from whom this 
narrative does not distinguish his adopted son and 
grandson of the same name: and there is no reason 
to doubt that the person alluded to by the name of 
Amempsinus (or the Memphian) is the same called 
Xisuthrus,; or Sisuthrus, by the Babylonians, for 
this is marked by what is said of the cataclysm 
occurring in his reign. Neither is there any reason 
to doubt that the prince said to be XaAóatos éx 
Aapáywv, “ a philosopher, of the Sacred College of 
the Chaldeans of Erech, or Larakhae," bears thus 
the same title, which is also found, with a slight 
corruption ', applied to a prince of the Sesostrian 
dynasty, Larakhés, that is, Al Arakhés, the prince 
of Erech, Orech, or Urchoé. The person in this 
latter instance might, however, be not the same, 
though bearing the same title; for, in the list of the 
Sesostrian princes’, it is given apparently to the 
person under whom, as regent or governor, the 
labyrinth was built during the reign of Sesostris the 
Great; and that person seems not to have been the 
prince who afterwards inherited his throne. But in 
the Babylonian fragment it may rather apply to the 


? As has been pointed out, I, as a numeral mark, is sometimes 
confounded with E, and hence wj may stand for £y. See Ap- 
pendix, Note A. 

! Aaxápys, 8o written for Aapdxys, by a transposition of the two 
middle consonants. | 

* See below, in the conspectus of the Manethonian dynasties, 
Column XII. | 

M 
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second successor of Sesostris the Great, namely, his 
grandson, natural or adopted, Sesostris the Third, 
who is there confounded with his father and grand- 
father, from the identity of the name, and from 
having been his father's colleague on the throne, 
while he survived him not quite a year: he is the 
Pheron of Herodotus. Thus an indirect but im- 
portant light is thrown on the early part of the 
Chaldean records, by which we are enabled to extri- 
cate from monstrous perversion the first ten reigns 
so called, or rather stages of their history. I annex a 
table of them on pages 164, 165, presenting, I hope, 
this result. And, at the same time, from these frag- 
ments of historical statements, reported to us by 
several ancient authors as having been derived by 
them from Berosus the Chaldean, a somewhat earlier 
contemporary of Manetho, we find that there was 
an Egyptian overthrow in the waters, called by these 
writers the cataclysmus, which took place in the time 
of one of the Sesostrises, who are confounded toge- 
ther -as one reign, under the common name of 
Sisuthrus ; but it really occurred in the reign of 
Sesostris III. We find also that there was a for- 
mation and laying up of written records prior to it. 
It is worthy of remark that Sisuthrus, or Sesostris, 
in these fragments is placed some time after the 
Shepherd dynasty at Babylon, which is there repre- 
sented under the name of Dads, or Daónus?, the 
Shepherd; and which, if we can judge from the 
incomplete list, seems to have held its ground at 
Babylon for several reigns after it was expelled from 


> If there was originally a guttural breathing, or letter, be- 
tween the vowels of this name, Daghós, or Daghén, it may in 
some instances have been silent, in others it may have passed 
into g, ** Dagón." 
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Egypt. For the mention of it brings it apparently 
nearer to the reign of Sesostris. 

It appears to me then that there is evidence suff- 
cient that the event referred to was not the flood of 
Noah, and was known to Egyptian history; and that 
it has been as erroneously denied to the latter, as 
confounded with the former. 

9rd. In regard to there having been more than 
one Egyptian Hermes, a reference to the lists ascribed 
to Manetho might have satisfied the critics that the 
name of Thoth, which in Greek is rendered Hermes 
as the reader knows, is a recurring one in the 
Egyptian annals, and is presented not unfrequently 
in combination with other names or titles. We find 
Thoth, * Athothis,” or Thorth*, ‘‘Tosorthros [ Tothor- 
thos,” the inventor of stone-cutting and building, 
and eultivator of letters, who also wrote books on 
anatomy. Then the Sophi who built the greatest of 
the pyramids wrote a sacred book. According to my 
comparative table of the first nineteen Manethonian 
dynasties, he was Sesokhris the son of Kneph- 
Akhthos ; and, either in his minority, subsequent to 
his father's assassination, or else earlier during his 
father's absence on his expeditions, the government 
was for a time conducted by one Thoth (or Teth- 
Mósis), who may also have been a son of Kneph, as 
the second Hermes is stated to have been. These 


* That there was the letter r in à common Egyptian writing of 
the name Thoth, appears from a statement from Philo Biblius 
after Sanchoniatho. 'Azó Muwàp Táavros,—Ov Aiydrrit pev @wdp, 
'AXefavópeis è OwiO, “EAAnves Se “Epuyy éxdAecav, ap. Euseb. 
* Prep. Evang." i. 10, ed. fol. Colon. 1688, p. 36, A. The 
Alexandrian spelling of the name thus simply indicates an im- 
perfect articulation of the letter r. For if Góp be so pronounced, 
it will be found to resemble @wv6. 
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THE FIRST CHALDEAN KINGS, accorpine To BEROS8SUS. 
(Compare Mueller, * Fragm. Hist. Gr." 


From APOLLODORUS 
(probably not Athentensis, but Artemtianus, and 
later than Alex. Polyhistor, whom he quotes. 
Vid. Clinton, F. H. vol. iii. p. 557). 


From ABYDENUS. 


A’. “Adwpos ["AA"Qpos]. . . Xdpovs/ | 1."AAepos. 
Thy bé brép éwbrod Adyor Siadovvas 
Ür. piv ToU Ae& Toiwuéva ó Oeds 
&vobelLai. 
B. Neépos!. . . . . . . . ÉreaxX 


I". Xàcos! [Xeoówcis, i. e. Xeoóny- 
xwoisP] . e - 


A'. 'AAdmapos [omit edpovs] . . *AAdwapos. 
E’. "AwlAdAapos, éx wéAews Tlayri- 5. 'AuqAà», éx TlavriBIÍBAcv. 
BiBXov, é$' ob beürepos 'Av- 
yfboros . . . . . . « 
s'. 'Auuévav, éx TlavriB(ÍBAev .. . "Aupdvay, 6 Xaddaios, ép’ of gyno Toy 
pvc apby *àdyyny Tbv 'Avvfjborov. 


Z'. Meyáaavos, éx MayriBlBAwy . MeydaAapos, éx TlayriBlBAov vÓóAews. 


H’. Aaós vois», éx TlayriBlBAov, . Adwvos void, à TlavriB[BAev. èp 
éQ' o0 9 Sipueis viv ex Oa- ob 'Avvíjboros S. 
Adcons àvébucav . . . . 

8'. 'Aebopéa xov "Avóábadoos [Ebe- "Aebópaxos éx TlavriBiBA cv [ Evedwpa- 


bepénxov] . . . . . 
ue? By BAA TE Apay kal 
l'. Zícov0pos érl robrois . . . — "Auéuyivos, Xardatos ex Aapdxwv. èr) 
(Compare Euseb. ** Przp. Evang." x. 12.) TouTou Toy péyay KaTakAvopdy oot 
BagiAes é. eye yero 0a. ?. 
BaaciAeis i. 


: xos]. én rodrou N8dKos ['Q8dkc» ]. 





1 These two names have most erroneously been taken by some as denominations of periods of time. 
They are utterly unknown to the ancients in that sense. Hesychius, the Greek lexicographer in the 
beginning of the third century, knows nothing of any such deuominations of time, though he gives 
the word Sdpos, aptOuds tus wapa BaBvAoviow. The mistake was first made by Anianus and Pano- 
dorus, who were followed in it by Syncellus. The words Zápos 66 éori—. X'. xai T, évea, stand in the 
passage of Abydenus as & parenthesis; there having been the intention to explain the word Zápos, 
which had just been used. After which the sentence proceeds to the mention of Neiros and Sósus. 
Taking the passage as it is usually construed, the measure or measures apparently given of the Saros, 
whether viewed as one sum, or as two values of it (600 and 3000 years), are utterly inapplicable and 
wildly wrong. But the error has without doubt crept in from a marginal memorandum or annota- 
tion, Xápos 86 éa1i ————— ; X'. ka T, érea.:—that is, ** A saros is ————— ? The 600 of the second 
king, and also No. 3 on the list, are years, not sari.” The measure of the saros is thus omitted, having 
been left blank with a view to be ascertained, but not having been found, and therefore never after- 
wards filled in. 1t was easy for an ignorant and senseless transcriber, endued with a taste for the 
marvellous, to omit the blank for the measure of the saros, convert the comma following the T into 
the mark of thousands at the foot of that letter, and then insert in the text the monstrous result, that 
a saros was 3600 years! I know not whether the monks Anianus and Panodorus were the authors 
of the corruption; but it was doubtless the more readily embraced by them because it curiously 
admitted of an apparent explanation on their theory of considering the ancient Chaldean years to 
have been only days; on which principle 3600 years wouid be reduced to ten years of 360 days each. 
Dr. Hales has adopted and set forth this theory (‘‘ Chron.” vol. iv. 8, 8voed.). But see above, p. 138. 
It is singular that the critics should not have detected the source of the mistake; but the difficulty 
has been increased to them, as well as by them, in some copies, by the change of the numeral marks 
into words at length, which is done in Mueller's Fragmenta Hist. Gr. 
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EvuseEB. CHRON. I. GR. FP. 5, AP. ScALIG. “ THESAUR. TEMP.”’ 
vol. iv. p. 280; vol. ii. p. 500.) 





PROBABLE SOLUTION. 





1. The first man, son of Isis or Nature, Horus, the Apollo or Adam of the human 
race (comp. above pp. 35, 49, 50), who said of himself that God had constituted 
him Shepherd of the people, reigned ten sari (centuries). 


2. Neiros! (quasi Nnpeds) tam, i.e. Noan the Heap of the race ?—at the Flood 
600 years old. 

8. Sósus!, short for Sesodsis or Sesog-Khésis, that is, “Sheykh of Cush ;” in the 
present instance Nimrod, who inherited the patriarchal power or sheykdom of 
Cush, and reigned over Babylon sixty years. Others give his reign sixty-two 
years, as that of Menés. He is here named because he founded the kingdom of 
Babylon. 


5.) What place or country is called here Pantibibloi may be open to much doubt; 
but it suggests to me the land described by ZEschylus— 


%v0a BuBAlywy dpayv kro 
"Inc: cemróy NeiAos eÜmorov péos. 





It will be remembered that the Osirian or Assyrian dynasty of Nimrod was also 
7.| over Egypt, and its glories claimed by the Egyptians, down to the Shepherd 
dynasty. 
8. The Shepherd dynasty at Babylon. Four res invasions from the Persian Gulf 
occurred during this period, of a piratical or naval description. 


10. Sesostris:— The overwhelming in the waters.—N.B. In consequence of confounding 
the cataclysm or overthrow in the Red Sea in the time of Sesostris III. with 
the Flood of Noah, all the preceding kings have been treated as antediluvian. 
The accidental concurrence of the number of ten kings has contributed towards 
this delusion ; there having been ten generations of the Patriarchate before the 
Flood. 





2 So given by Scaliger, as above cited. In Mueller’s ‘‘ Fragmenta” it agrees more nearly with the 
xavovioy next mentioned. The cavévioy TOv mpwtwv Xadrdalwy Bacwréwv, given also by Scaliger, 
agrees with the list of Apollodorus in leaving out Neiros and Sésos, but instead of Amempsinus 
gives the following three, Audis, "Orcaprys, Bicov@pos; thus inserting two for the two omitted, to 
make out the number of ten. But "Audis is only another abbreviated writing of "Auéuyevos or 
"Apénduvos, ‘‘ the Memphian”’ ('Auévopis). Ortáprns, 'Ootáprns, or 'O£fváprus was a title of the Bac- 
trian kings, and was not improbably assumed by Sesostris or Sisuthrus as their conqueror,—equiva- 
lent in fact to ** King of Bactria." See Ctesias, and Scalig. '* Animadv." p. 15. It will be observed 
that in both the above lists Neiros and Sésos are necessary to make out the number of ten kings; 
but in the canonion the last of the ten is divided into three, corresponding to the three Sesostrises, 
under the last of whom (Amenophis, the Chaldean of Erech) the overthrow in the waters occurred. 
This would make the numbertwelve. In the preceding lists the three Sesostrises had been reckoned 
as one. On the other hand Adam and Noah might be deducted, as not in the strict sense kings of 
Babylon, but mentioned in the introduction of their history. 

It is evident that these lists do not admit of being summed in their years, because not all the 
actual generations are specified, but only certain leading landmarks of history ;—the first head 
of the human race; the first patriarchal head of the postdiluvian race; the first founder and head 
of the Babylonian empire; and so on. 

The word Saros ($71D SARA) among the Chaldeans signified a month, and the moon (Scalig. ‘ Canon. 
Isagog.” lib. iii.), hence a lunar period such as the cycle of eighteen years. On the same principle it 
might apply to the Egyptian lunar cycle of twenty-five years, or to a multiple of that, as, for instance, 
by four, which is a century. 
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preceded the overwhelming of the Egyptian Monarchy 
in the Red Sea; as Tat also, the son of the second 
Hermes and contemporary of Sesostris, must have 
done. The name Thoth occurs also later. Nay, 
it survived even in the person of Manetho, or Mane- 
thoth, which has been interpreted by Bunsen ‘‘ Her- 
modorus." It is difficult to see with what colour of 
plausibility the critics could have meant to set off 
their statement that the Egyptians did not know of 
two Thoths. If they had them not in myth, they 
had them in history, which is better; and they had 
them by the express statements of Plato and of 
Cicero. But it is remarkable on what slight evidence 
modern critics often make and accept statements, 
provided only they be not supposed even remotely 
favourable to the truth of Scripture; while, if sup- 
posed favourable to it, they will sometimes treat 
some minute objection as completely and decisively 
fatal. Thus at the root of all their objections to the 
passage of Manetho which we have been considering, 
there lies the fact that it contains nothing flagrantly 
at variance With what a Jew or a Christian might be 
supposed to accept in regard to the human dynasties 
of Egypt. Therefore, with a careful array of the 
most trivial and untenable objections, it is set down 
by them as the forgery of some Christian Jew! but 
a document unfavourable to the truth of Scripture 
history is easily and eagerly believed; and the critic 
will pass over without observation infinitely greater 
and more palpable objections existing in the barren 
and contradictory lists of his Egyptian dynasties. 
Hermetic books constitute a fatal objection in his 
eyes, if quoted in illustration of the Manethonian 
Canicular scheme by the writer who furnished the 
extract, but none at all when referred to in the 
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alleged Manethonian dynasties, transmitted under 
the name of Africanus, where they are affirmed to be 
extant, and are made some three thousand years 
older! treating of anatomy, and ascribed to the 
inventor of stone-cutting and writing’. He criti- 
cally strains out the gnat from his liquor, but 
manfully and even eagerly swallows the camel, with 
a stolid contempt for consistency and still more for 
those who would weigh the trustworthiness of the 
Scripture record against the vast assumed antiquity 
of the early Egyptian kings. The slight circum- 
stance that in other ancient mentions of the works 
of Manetho there is not specified under that name 
the book of Sothis, is made a grave objection ; as if 
that title might not designate a particular part, say 
the first of the “ three volumes,” of a larger work of 
history and chronology, setting out with reference to 
the Sothic Cycle, and applying it as the basis of the 
theoretical arrangement, more particularly of the 
kingdom of the gods. But I may be permitted to 
give one illustration of the facility with which such 
men allow the most worthless evidence when it makes 
against Scripture. We have seen above that they 
prefer the list of the dynasties which comes to us 
under the name of Africanus, and not according 
to the original copy of his work but according to a 
rewritten and interpolated edition °, to that other copy 
of the dynasties which, where it differs, they allege, 
with reckless accusation of one of the most learned 
and most respectable of the fathers, to have been 
corrupted by Eusebius, a slander in which Syncellus 


* See above, pp. 104—107, and compare below, Chap. VI., 
latter part. 

® Kara tiv Sevrépav exdoaw “Adpixavod. See this remarked upon 
below, p. 173, note. 
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led the way. Now in the Manethonian list attri- 
buted to Africanus, in the fourth dynasty, there 
occur these words, following the mention of SUPHIS: 
* He was arrogant toward the gods, and wrote a 
sacred book, which I acquired as a great treasure 
when I was in Egypt." And this then is their 
Manetho, native Egyptian, and high priest! this 
transient visitor in Egypt! this travelling collector of 
old curiosities! We know not who he was, but cer- 
tainly not Manetho. Probably the fact here apparent 
that he had once been in Africa gave rise to his being 
called Africanus; but whether Julius or not, 1s quite 
another question. Still less, then, do we know on 
= whose summation of these alleged Manethonian 
dynasties it is, that the ages of the monuments of 
Egypt are now numbered and catalogued in the 
world’s museums! If the words quoted be not 
Manetho's, where is the proof that the numeration 
or summation is Manetho's? The lists as separate 
documents might be of genuine antiquity and might 
have been brought from Africa by an honest man; 
and yet their putting together and summation may be 
an utter fabrication. If the lists should be supposed 
to have been collected by Julius Africanus, or some 
other earlier antiquarian, we only know that the 
putting together and summation of them as successive 
dynasties cannot be attributed to him or to Eusebius. 
They are indeed not one, series, but. gathered from 
different Greek sources of different ages, having 
traces of different modes of spelling, and of different 
writing of the Greek characters. But faithis claimed 
for the unknown antiquarian purveyor of these old 
dislocated documents, the extoller of his magnificent 
purchase in the acquisition of a book written by a 
king of the fourth (so called) dynasty! Faith is 
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claimed also for the person who put the dynasties 
together, and whose summation of them makes this 
veritable manuscript to have been 4483 years old at 
the date of Alexander the Great’! and therefore so 
much older when purchased, as the date of the 
antiquarian collector was later! and his word passes 
with learned Egyptian votaries against the sacred 
records of the word of Gop, even as if it had been 
the word of Manetuo himself! The moderate and . 
historical antiquity of the books of Moses exceeds 
their belief; but this not at all! German criticism 
with elastic throat gulps down the monster, and 
makes no mouths about it. This is to be accepted 
as Manetho’s; and the other is not! With matchless 
learning and assiduity they spend their efforts to 
illustrate the fabricated, and to set aside the genuine ; 
to put down the truth, and to set up the he! 
Bunsen clinches the matter with his magisterial 
dictum, calling the more genuine “those valueless 
impostures?." But as he does not condescend to 
produce any thing in support of this ipse dixit, beyond 
his own mis-translation ?, and the indorsing of one 


' 'The summation of the dynasties of the list attributed to 
Africanus amounts to 5354 years, terminating at Alexander the 
Great. The summation of the dynasties prior to the date of the 
royal author of the manuscript in question, and including his 
whole reign, amounts only to 871 years. The interval, there- 
fore, was 4483 years from the author of the book to Alexander ! 
And if this be not enough, there is another still more ancient 
book which is declared to be extant, written by the second king 
of oe first dynasty. 

* Egypt's Place in Universal History," vol. i. p. 8, and p. 233. 

? Ibid. p. 212.  Professing to translate from Syncellus, he 
states that that writer says, * Manetho, the high priest of the 
Egyptian idols, wrote a fabulous work on the dog-star.” The 
word “fabulous” is interpolated. He renders ZXefaoro ‘‘ sem- 
per Augustus,” which conveys an unwarranted impression ; and 
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or two of the feeble objections which have been 
cited and answered above, we may assume that the 
sweeping condemnation is only one of his ** universal 
formule :’’ like the “lever applicable to universal 
history," or the ** universal formula for the relation 
which a colonial language bears, on the one side, to 
the tongue of the mother country, and on the other 
to the modern idioms which there may have entirely 
. superseded it;” or that by which **the laws of 
language in the ante-historical ages are defined :” 
objects of his confident research, which may be 
classed with that sublime generalization of medizval 
alchemy the philosopher’s stone. But alas! it would 
require à more powerful alchemy than was even then 
imagined, to transmute into sense the sublime and 
presumptuous grandiloquence of his final conclusion, 
when he talks about his constructing and delineating 
the curve described by the Divine mind in man 
through space and time upon this star which we call 
the earth !. 

This only may be said in extenuation, that they 


he makes the letter addressed to Philadelphus speak of “ your 
ancestor Hermes Trismegistus,". giving the meaning, Ptolemy's 
ancestor, instead of Manetho's, as it is. Again, p. 214, he trans- 
lates, ‘The Egyptians,” says Syncellus, ** BoAsT of a certain old 
chronicle by which also, in my opinion, Manetho" (the impostor) 
* was led astray.” There is no word for “Boast,” though he 
prints it large, but simply déperau there is extant, or there is 
handed down, or in circulation, “in manibus hominum versatur ;" 
and Syncellus does not say that Manetho was led astray by it, 
but that he had strayed from it, not $$' ob, but è$ oð, only start- 
ing from it; as he says elsewhere, êk rovrov dyAabdy AaBwv Tas 
d$oppàs, karà moàù OÓwdoveé, &c. In ordinary free translation 
these might be instances of carelessness; but in construing a 
document which is the subject of reasoning, they are graver 
departures from the accuracy of truth. 
! Ibid. pref. pp. ix, x, xi, and vol. v. p. 105. 
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had been unlucky enough to choose the more cor- 
rupted form of the document as preserved in our 
present editions of Syncellus for the ground of their 
criticism, instead of the considerably purer copy of 
it obtained and preserved for us by Scaliger in his 
Greek Sozomena of Eusebius’s Chronica. Syncellus’s 
copy, as we have it in the editions, is so much more 
corrupted, as to render the perfect recovery of the 
original Sothic scheme of the chronology extremely. 
difficult, if that had been our only source. But 
Scaliger’s copy had long been before the world, and 
it does not raise our estimation of their critical 
acumen that they have preferred the worse. At the 
same time they have constructed their own theories 
for the restoration of Manetho on conjecture. Thus 
Boeckh, who is followed by many, and is in high 
repute, though his cyclical arrangement is rejected 
by Bunsen, has built his theoretical reconstruction 
on the baseless assumption that a Canicular Cycle 
began with Menés’: a purely gratuitous and con- 


* Vid. Mulleri “ Fragm. Hist. Gr.” ii. 518, 519. 600. I may 
be permitted to quote a few words from Mueller for the reader’s 
satisfaction. 

*‘Querendum igitur adminiculum, cui inniti, vel norma que- 
dam, ad quam dirigere computationes possimus. Circumspicienti 
vero ejusmodi machinam sponte sese offert periodus Sothiaca. 
Usum eo esse veteris chronici auctorem constat," &oc. 

* [gitur Mene initium, apud Manethonem Syncelli, compositum 
fuerat cum initio periodi canicularis," &c. [There is no ground 
for this inference. The true force of a passage, which is quoted 
from Syncellus, we have shown elsewhere.] ‘Nullus ego 
dubito” (he adds) “quin hæc quam Bæckhius exposuit chrono- 
logiæ adornatio latuerit in ea Manethonis recensione, quam 
Africanus, si non in singulis quibusque tamen in plurimis certe 
expressit," &c. 

There is subjoined by Mueller this damaging confession, ** Patet 
vero illud cycli initium, non esse astronomicum." 
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jectural assumption, by which history as well as 
astronomy is directly falsified, as we shall find when 
we come, in Chapter X., to the consideration of that 
part of the subject. 

Finally there are two circumstances of such weight 
and importance in confirmation of the genuineness of 
the Manethonian canicular scheme of the Egyptian 
Chronology which we have been examining, that even 
if we had not already answered every objection pro- 
duced they might be considered decisive. The first 
of these, which though mentioned in a preceding 
chapter must not here be omitted, as forming an im- 
portant point in this argument, and which we shall 
strengthen for that purpose by a confession of Dr. 
Lepsius, is that Eusebius in his own work is ignorant 
of the existence of any human dynasty of Manetho’s 
before the fifteenth and sixteenth. It 1s not that, as 


an opponent of an antiscriptural chronology, he 


rejects fourteen dynasties. Not so: he had simply 
never heard of them; he never once alludes to them, 
even to object. He knew the works of Manetho; 
but the scheme of thirty human dynasties was not 
there, or else he must have known and mentioned 
them either to sanction or to object. They 
were not therefore so early in existence; and con- 


sequently the presumption is that neither were they 


known to the still earlier Julius Africanus, with 
whose works Eusebius was familiar: but they have 
been fabricated at a later period out of Manetho’s 
materials, and put with the works of these two 
writers. Lepsius himself, with a happy blindness to 
the legitimate consequence of his admission, frankly 
confesses that they were even unknown to Josephus 
in the first century of our era, and unknown to 
Theophilus of Antioch in the second century. ‘‘The 
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complete dynastic lists of the Manethonie work," 
says he, “which by a different method have themselves 
been preserved, seem to have been unknown to both. 
These were first preserved to us by Africanus in the 
third century?." No, as far as regards Africanus, they 
were first preserved to us by Syncellus in the ninth 
century, and are falsely ascribed to Julius Africanus. 
Syncellus is their earliest authority. ** l'ugouGH HIM 
ALONE,” writes Dr. Lepsius, ‘f WE POSSESS ESPECIALLY 
THE MOST VALUABLE BASIS FOR OUR MANETHONIC CHRONO- 
LOGY, THE DYNASTIC LISTS OF AFRICANUS.” O truly 
“ valuable,” this “ grand bargain” of the travelling 
collector of old curiosities, by which a fabricated lie 
of three thousand years is set up for the contradict- 
ing of the Holy Scriptures! this noble basis of the 
irrefragable discoveries of Dr. Lepsius and the sub- 
sequent Egypto!'ogists! this later appendage to the 
work of the long defunct Africanus, republished 
Kata thy Sevrépay exdoow *, with the alterations, addi- 
tions, and interpolations of others! | 

The other circumstance is that Eusebius, or an 
ancient authority considered with reason to be he, 
incidentally states that the sixteenth dynasty was 
included in the past Canicular Cycle according to 
Manetho?. This allusion to the Sothic Cycle, wholly 


* Lepsius, * Egypt, Ethiopia, and Sinai,” Engl. Transl., Bohn, 
pp. 497, 498. 

1 It is so cited by Syncellus ;—xara ryv Sevrépay Exdoow ’Adpr- 
xavov, ** Chronogr." ed. Goar. fol. p. 56, ed. Dindorf. vol. i. p. 104. 
Goarus has a note on it, remarking that óevrépav is redundant, 
and must be incorrect if it alluded to one of the two éxddces of 
the dynasties mentioned by him. But it does not apply to these, 
but to Africanus. That the original éxdoors or edition of ** Afri- 
canus” did not contain them may be known from the “ Excerpta 
Barbara.” | 

5 'The passage is cited .from Syncellus above, p. 144, note. It 
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incidental and undesigned as regards the present 
question, can only be explained by reference to the 
general scheme of the Manethonian Chronology 
which we have been considering ; and with that it 1s 
in full agreement. It shows that the scheme was 
accepted as Manetho's by Eusebius, and by the 
ancient authorities from whom he took the list of 
Egyptian kings in which it occurs; and that there 
was no Manethonian scheme known to them at 
variance with it. We shall examine the alleged 
dynasties by and by, and elicit their own testimony ; 
which will be found, as far as it goes, confirmatory 
of the Manethonian scheme above examined, and at 
variance with the fabricated chronology which has 
been based upon their numeration and summing by 
some nameless and unknown men, who, with 
Manetho’s or other ancient materials before them, 
have so used them as to show themselves not more 
distinguished by a heathen zeal to exalt against 
Scripture the antiquity of Egypt, than by pitiable 
blundering and incompetence, and flagrant injustice 
to the heathen high priest whose works they were 
handling. 


is given by Scaliger as part of the Greek Sozomena of the first 
book of Eusebius's Chronica, in his “ Thesaur. Temp.” p. 21. 
The critics have failed in their attempts to destroy or evade the 
plain meaning of it. 


CHAPTER VI. 


THE PROGRESSIVE CORRUPTION OF THE MANETHONIAN 
CHRONOLOGY TRACED. 


HE process of corruption of the Manethonian 
chronology admits, to some extent, of being 
traced and accounted for, as we have already in part 
indicated. Some additional particulars it may be 
useful to subjoin for the fuller confirmation of the 
truth, and exposure of the error. 

I have pointed out that the numeral mark, which 
in the extract from Manetho is employed to denote 
a myriad, is one which is also found employed to 
denote 900. A mistake and interpolation have 
resulted from this in the passage as presented to 


us in Syncellus. First, m 4 y, e 8 (83,804) has, by 


throwing out the second y, reading A 900, and o as - 


v, been rendered ,y7ysó' (3984); and then, there being 
thus created a manifest deficiency of three myriads, 
a clause has been interpolated—‘‘ Sol the son of 
Vulcan reigned three myriads of years'.” I do not 


1 € , , 3 » ` * A ‘ e 4 93 A 
Hoaisrou xpovos otk éort, à TÓ vvkrós kai pépas aùròv 
paivev. [Hos ‘Hdaicrov éBacitevoey èrôv prpiddas rpeis. ] 
érevra, Kpóvos, $goi, kai of Aourol mávres Oeot SHdexa EBacicvoav 
éry ,yawd, &e. Where the three myriads are mentioned lower 
in the passage, as given by Syncellus, the notation there em- 
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accuse Syncellus as the author of this interpolation : 
yet from the introduction of the word ¢yat, not in 
this but in the nezt clause, it may seem that he was 
sensible he ought to limit the strict quotation of 
Manetho to the part which follows, excluding these 
interpolated words from being Manetho's, though, 
as he or his transeriber may have imagined, neces- 
sary to make out the time. 

Ip the next place, the erroneous numbering of 
the two dynasties just following those fifteen gene- 
rations which were allowed for the completion of the 
Canicular Cycle, where they are called the sixteenth 
and seventeenth, instead of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth respectively, created an apparent omission 
of a dynasty, as we have already pointed out when 
rectifying the numeration. To remedy this apparent 
omission, a dynasty of four generations of Memphites 
has been interpolated between the two, and 103 
years assigned to it’, which puts the numbers still 
further wrong. But the dynasty which we numbered 
the eighteenth stands there as the eighteenth ; 
showing that, at the time of the interpolation, the 
error had been confined to the numbering of the 
seventeenth dynasty as the sixteenth; and of that 
mistake there may be a probable cause, in its follow- 
-ing the fifteen generations. There 1s proof that 
Manetho was understood to have reckoned these 
fifteen generations as equivalent to two dynasties, 
the fifteenth and sixteenth ; for Eusebius, as already 
cited, expressly states that the sixteenth dynasty 
ployed in Dindorf’s edition is My (Syncel. **Chronogr." ed. 
Dindorf, pp. 72, 73), but in the passage as given by Scaliger, it is 

y; and the same mark, there answering to the M, has been read 


in the rest of the fragment as 2, which has also that form. 
2 See above, p. 116, note, and p. 120. 
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was included with the 443 years within the past 
Canicular Cycle °. 

That the numeration of the dynasties which we 
have given was the true one, and that Manetho did 
not count thirty or thirty-one human dynasties, but 
only sixteen, may be confirmed from the Barbarous- 
Latin extracts, where they are given as follows: 


(The numeration and classification of the dynasties in the first and 
last columns are prefixed and added by me.) 


[famous and seven 
I. descendants . . . 258 y. 
: m eight . . . . 302 
. ( Necherocheus and other 
eight . . . . . 214 ,, . [17th dynasty. 
4. | Other seventeen. . . 214 ,, [18th 
5. J Other twenty-one . . 258 ,, [19th  ,, 
II. 6,)Othoi and other seven. 203 , [20th 
7 
8 


[15th and 16th 
dynasty. | 


33 


.| Fourteen others. . . 140 ,, [21st 3 

. | Other twenty . . . 409 , [22nd  ,, 
9.\Other seven* . . 204 ,„ [28rd ^: 

10. ( Dynasty of Diospolitans I [24th 

11. »  GBubastians. . 1653 ,, [25th 

12. »  TLanits .. . 184 ,, [26th 

III. 13. »  Sebennites. . 224 ,, [27th 
14. »  Memphites . 318 ,, [28th 

15. ».  WHeliopolitans. 221  ,, [29th 

16. »  Hermopolitans 258 , [30th 


<J 
"e 
LJ LLJLLJ L JL CUL. JL JL EL Lb JL JL 





* Above, pp. 142—144, note. 

* We cannot depend upon these successions being put down in 
their exact historical order. The compiler’s object being simply 
to obtain the sum, he may have put them down in the readiest order, 
just as he lighted on the mention of them in the pages of a somewhat 
discursive historical treatise or survey of Manetho’s, written not 
in the manner of annals, but on a method of its own, as we may 
conclude from what we find in the treatment of the history by 
Diodorus. **Necherocheus and other eight" probably ought to 
be placed not after the first fifteen generations, but nearer the 
beginning of that first period; and all the successors, on to 


N 
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It is clear that the statement here is adapted to a 
numerical reckoning of the human dynasties by 
Manetho, as only sixteen out of the thirty; the first 
fourteen being occupied by gods and semi-divine 
kings. The writer then indicates the whole number 
of the human dynasties to be included by the words, 
“ These are the dynasties of the Egyptians ” (Hæc 
sunt Potestates /Egyptiorum), and he informs us 
that Manetho gave the sum total of the years, 
counting from his own time back as far as the seven- 
teenth dynasty (inclusive) as amounting to one thou- 
sand five hundred and twenty. Of the whole 
enumeration it wil be observed, there are only 
sixteen human dynasties, the last of which is counted 
the thirtieth from the commencement of the divine, 
and therefore the reckoning to the seventeenth must 
necessarily be taken backward from the thirtieth 
upwards, by which the seventeenth is the third in 
the descending order of human dynasties as above. 

But an examination of the numbers of the years 
contained in this writer’s account will at once show 
that he has joined together in an incongruous 
manner statements from different portions of Mane- 
tho’s work; and, though he has given the correct 
number of human dynasties sixteen, he has made 
them out in detail not as Manetho intended, nor in 
a manner which gives Manetho’s sum total of the 
years. A careful inspection of his statement, 
according to the three divisions in which I have 


* Othóes and other seven," ought in like manner to be earlier by 
the space of those fifteen generations. That space of time is to 
be allowed for afterwards in the general sum of the years down 
to Alexander. The proof of this depends on facts and principles 
which appear in the course of this work. 

5 See above, p. 119. 
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bracketed it on the left side, will I think enable the 
reader to satisfy himself of the following facts. 

I. The two first in the descending order of the 
dynasties, having together fifteen descendants of 
Menes, are the fifteen generations to whom 443 
years are assigned. The number given here, how- 
ever, comes to 555, which is the sum given to the 
first and second dynasties in the corrupted version 
of them, transmitted by the interpolator of Euse- 
bius, and'also in the list under the name of “ Afri- 
canus's second edition." 

II. The numbers following these, from the third 
to the ninth inclusive, in the descending order, are 
not named as dynasties from any city or national 
denomination, but are a simple succession, irrespec- 
tive of local distinctions. 

III. The numbers following from the tenth to the 
sixteenth, in the descending order, are, on the 
contrary, all named by city or national dynasty, and 
not by succession. All the Diospolitans are put 
together, and so of the others. There is no inter- 
mingling or recurrence of dynasties of the same city. 

We have, therefore, here two distinct modes of 
enumeration, one by descent in lineal succession, 
the other by classification according to city or 
other local dynastic designation. These are colla- 
teral methods of statement, and they ought not to 
be added to one another, with a view to obtaining the 
sum, which in that case would inevitably be double 
of the truth; just as the muskets of a regiment 
would be, if first counted in long file, and then as 
marshalled by companies. Let us place them side 
by side, excluding, for the reason above given, the 
first fifteen generations from Mineus, or Menés, and 
commencing with the seventeenth dynasty, to which 

N 2 
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Necherocheus is here erroneously assigned’; but 
that will not affect the present point or the numbers 
in the present argurnent. 


Necherocheus and other eight. 214 Dynasty of Diospolitans [9] 1497 


Other seventeen . è . 214 D Bubastians . 183 
Other twenty-one. .  . 268 i Tanits .  . 184 
Othoi and other seven . . 208 i Sebennites . 224 
Fourteen others . : . 140 T Memphites . 918 
Other twenty. P s . 409 $i Heliopolitans . 221 
Other seven . s s: . 204 $» Hermopolitans . 258 

Sum ; . 1642 Sum ; . 1607 


Add Persian Dynasty . 135 


1642 

Now allowing, as Diodorus instructs us, somewhat 
less than thirty-six years of this period for the four 
Ethiopian reigns, by the intervening of which it was 
to that extent prolonged, the remainder of this 
number of years, somewhat under 1607, divided by 
thirty years for a generation, will give 533 genera- 
tions. And if fifty-two of these Thirty-year Periods 
were assumed to have terminated at the date of 
Alexander’s overthrowing the Persian empire, B.C. 
330, then the remainder, which is a generation and 
half, or in round numbers forty-five years, brings us 
to the year of the accession of Ptolemy Philadelphus 
to the throne, by association with his father, p.c. 
285. As Manetho not only wrote in that reign, but 
by command of that king, and dedicated his work to 
Philadelphus, this cireumstance cannot be held irrele- 
vant. That interval of forty-five years from Alexander 
to Philadelphus is just the difference between the 


* See above, note, p. 177. 

7 The number in the text is only 9; but as it is evident that 
ihe larger portion of the original number has been dropped by 
mistake, I have ventured conjecturally to restore 140 years to it. 

* Clinton, * Fasti Hellen." vol. ii. p. 162. 
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former sum of the dynasties from the beginning of 
the seventeenth to the close of the thirtieth (which 
we found in Manetho’s general scheme or pro- 
gramme of the chronology to be 1597 years, or 
1596 complete °), and the sum now found on analysis 
of this Barbarous-Latin extract, which begins the 
reckoning at the same point, but extends it to 1642 
years. There can be no reason to doubt that 
Manetho’s work afforded ground for both of these 
manners of statement, by computing in one place 
down to Alexander, and in another adding the mea- 
sure down to Philadelphus, in another to the date of 
his own writing; while in another still he may have 
thrown out the years of the duration of the Persian 
conquest, thus limiting his calculation to the reigns 
of the native kings, in the manner of Diodorus. 

By our analysis of this Barbarous-Latin extract, 
we have obtained, besides confirmation of previous 
conclusions, one or two special results. 

First, it appears that Manetho’s work did contain, 
with other things, that statement of the chronology 
not by local dynasties, but by native successions, 
irrespective of dynasty, of which Diodorus has pre- 
served to us a more detailed account. And it 
appears from a statement in the same place, of the 
Excerpta Barbara, that the second volume of Manetho 
presented the subject thus. 

Secondly, it plainly appears that the measure of 
fifty-two successions of generations, taken as Thirty- 
year Periods, would only span the time back to the 
beginning of the seventeenth dynasty in Manetho’s 
general chronological scheme. But agreeably to 
‘what has been observed even from Diodorus him- 
self ', there were probably some more generations, 

* Seo above, p. 118. ! Seo above, pp. 72, 78. 
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either between Menés and the beginning of those 
fifty-two, or in some other place, to be inserted and 
added to the span of time from Menés to Alexander 
the Great. The reason of the separate reckoning of 
these very plainly appears from Manetho’s general 
scheme; and they amount in round numbers to 
fifteen generations additional, or more exactly to 443 
years. 

Diodorus, we may here be allowed parenthetically 
to observe, at first seems to state the succession of 
the fifty-two as following directly after Menés. Yet, 
when he afterwards enters on the details of the 
succession without being conscious that it is the 
same, he expresses himself with some vagueness, 
and has left it somewhat ambiguous whether there 
were eight to be counted at the beginning of the 
series before those whom we have numbered, and 
afterwards a parenthesis of ages to be inserted in the 
midst of the currency of the series, corresponding to 
the remainder of the fifteen; or whether, in his 
enumeration of the successions, the nine first men- 
tioned are not rather the same which are referred to 
by him over again, only with a vague inaccuracy in 
his manner of statement, or a cloudy misconception 
of his information. Tested by Manetho, it will be 
found that, in reckoning the native successions as 
fifty-two, Diodorus left out of view the fifteen gene- 
rations separately mentioned by Manetho; that that 
writer certainly began the fifty-two from Menés; 
that the first fifteen of the fifty-two consequently are 
concurrent with the fifteen generations separately 
allotted by Manetho for filling up the past Canicular 
Cycle; that Diodorus became. further confused in the 
order of the successions, in consequence, probably, 
of some recurring mention by Manetho of the builders 
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of the pyramids ; that consequently he found a wide 
gap in the succession, and an abrupt interval of 
ages; that to supply that gap it is necessary for us 
to allow an equivalent for the fifteen generations, 
which he had overlooked in stating the native suc- 
cession at only fifty-two; but that down to Sesoósis II. 
the numbers run correctly, and that king is to be 
counted the thirty-first in the succession of gene- 
rations from Menés. In stating this, we have slightly 
anticipated ; but it will be found to be for the con- 
venience of the reader. 

Thirdly, these fifteen generations have been taken 
in part as constituting the basis of the first and 
second of the fabricated Manethonian dynasties, 
transmitted to us under the false names of Africanus 
and Eusebius; but there being a deficiency of names, 
these, except one or two, were filed up from the 
period of the eighteenth dynasty, as will afterwards 
be found. 'The number of years assigned to them 
in these lists is the same which we find in this 
Barbarous-Latin extract. But in Manetho’s general 
scheme, as presented in the passage which we have 
examined, the two first human dynasties are not 
numbered as the fist and second dynasty, but the 
jifteenth and sixteenth. 

Fourthly, the first sources of the confusion and 
corruption of the Manethonian chronology by subse- 
quent writers are distinctly traceable. There existed 
in his work two parallel computations, the first 
lineal, by the succession of monarchs and of mea- 
sured generations; the second ethnical, or civic, 
being a classification according to cities, provinces, 
or races. We have found proof that the one of these 
two parallel computations was by his unskilful 
readers actual added to the other! The periods 


184 PROGRESSIVE CORRUPTION OF MANETHO. [CHAP. VI. 


of duration were thus doubled at once; and the long 
mythical periods with which Manetho had set out, 
seemed to cover the absurdity of supposing that 
enormous, but yet in comparison far minor, exten- 
sion of time. The next cause was the substitution 
of the Julian for the Egyptian year, by which the 
Canicular Cycle was put aside, and the immense 
periods of the gods, which he had constructed upon 
it, were deprived of their only intelligible basis. 
Thus the first thirteen dynasties fell to the ground, 
and with them the fourteenth was confounded, and 
so lost sight of. Only the human remained of any 
interest, But as it was well known that there had 
been thirty dynasties, or even, including Vulcan, 
thirty-one, the dunces of the day set to work to 
count out thirty human dynasties, where there never 
were but sixteen: and they left out at the same time 
the semi-divine dynasty, though that was in truth 
historic and patriarchal. Alas, for poor Manetho 
and his chronology! Was ever intellectual carcase 
so run away with by maggots? Surveying the 
miserable spectacle of drivelling, and vermicular- 
spinning of false chronology, falsely imputed to 
Manetho, we could hardly help wondering that 
Eusebius thought it worthy of transmission, if we 
had not proof from Eusebius himself that he is 
guiltless of having done so. What we find in Euse- 
bius is not a rejection of the first fourteen reputed 
dynasties of Manetho, but an ignorance of their 
existence. He, or an ancient writer taken by Sca- 
liger with much probability to be he, speaks of the 
sixteenth dynasty as being included in the past 
Canicular Cycle, conveying a manifest allusion to 
its being included in the 443 years assigned for the 
completion of that cycle, as we found where he 
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mentions Konkharis. The same ignorance of their 
existence is shown by the author of the Barbarous- 
Latin extracts, who, with the works of Eusebius, 
Africanus, Castor, and others before him, found only 
mention of sixteen human dynasties, that is from the 
fifteenth to the thirtieth inclusive. The writer of 
these extracts appears to have lived in the reign of 
Theodosius the Great, for he carries his chronology 
only down to the birth of Honorius. Theodosius 
died a.p. 395. Even with the clue which we have 
obtained, it may be doubtful whether the chronolo- 
gical fabrication of the dynasties admits of being 
completely unravelled, and still more whether it is 
worth the pains. 

The first grand step in the extension of the time 
allotted to the human dynasties of Manetho, we have 
found to be the placing of his two parallel computa- 
tions in one column and summing them together. 
This, without allowance for the Persian dynasty, 
swelled the 1642 years, as reckoned from the begin- 
ning of the seventeenth dynasty to Alexander the 
Great, at one sweep, to 3149; and, adding to these 
the years of the fifteenth and sixteenth dynasties, 
443 for fifteen successors of Menés, besides sixty- 
two years for Menés himself (together 505”), we 
come thus to the sum of 3654 years, pretty well for 
a beginning. Then, as this is only for sixteen out 


* This may be the source of the computed number. The 
Pseudo-Africanus makes it 555; the Pseudo-Eusebius’s figures 
would give only 514. The last number would result, if the 
fifteen generations were taken at their full measure of thirty 
years each (together 450 years), and the.reign of Menes at sixty- 
_ four years. We have found that there is a defect of at least fifty 
years somewhere in Manetho’s Chronology.  Ifthis was observed 
anciently it may have been allowed for in the former number. 
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of thirty dynasties, there was ample scope for further 
enlargement of the imaginary duration. They have 
accordingly extended the sum total to 5354 years, 
which is exactly equivalent to making a rough 
allowance of 1700 years for the fourteen missing 
dynasties. 

But why have we not, in this rough allowance, a 
correspondence, in the number of centuries, with 
the number of dynasties to be supplied? If my 
reader will have patience to accompany me a moment, 
this will be found to be the result of another trans- 
parent blunder of theirs. The seventeenth dynasty 
in the general scheme of Manetho is the first human 
dynasty clearly numbered by itself; the two pre- 
ceding having been taken together with the semi- 
divine kings and a small part of the period of the 
divine, to round off the twenty-fourth Canicular 
Cycle? : and if Vulcan's reign be reckoned a dynasty *, 
then that would make this seventeenth dynasty the 
eighteenth. When, therefore, the full twenty-fourth 
Canicular Cycle was swept away with the gods and 
demigods, some of those ancient dunces, who are the 
oracles of so many modern Egyptologists, thought 
they had seventeen dynasties to supply, and did it at 
the rate of a round century to each. Where years 
were so easily coined, we may be satisfied with 
their moderation; but then, to recommend that 
moderation, there was the difficulty of making out 


* See pp. 101—103. 

* No measured time is assigned by Manetho to Vulcan; but 
this was overlooked by the corrupters of the Manethonian Chro- 
nology, as is evident from many proofs, among others from the 
* Barbarous-Latin Extracts," and from the circumstance that 
some counted the Manethonian dynasties thirty-one, as witness 
the pseudo-A fricanus. 
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the fictitious dynasties in detail, with names of 
historic persons, a difficulty which might be con- 
siderable. Let us see how they have acquitted 
themselves in this, premising first one or two 
general observations. 

From Diodorus we find the probability that the 
title of Boustris, Bausiris, or Ba’ Osir’*® (Lord of 
Ashur), belonged to at least the eight earliest suc- 
.cessors of Menés, first and last®; and that the eighth 
and perhaps the fifteenth, if not also the whole 
preceding and intermediate part of the series, had 
also the additional title of Urkhozeus, or Erékhovi, 
that is, “of Erech,’ or equivalent to “ Prince of 
Erech;" from the city Erech, 'Opéy, Orchoé, or 
Urchoa, founded by Nimrod. No other special or 
personal names are mentioned by Diodorus as 
pertaining to this period. These titles descended, 
as did afterwards the royal designation ** Pharaoh." 
The same monarch who ruled Egypt at the first, 
ruled also more extensive dominions in Asia; and 
though the pride of race and clanship led the 
Egyptians to claim, as specially their own, the 
reigning Sheykh of Cush, or descendant of Ham, 
who ruled those extensive territories, and to glory 
in their kinsman's subjugation of the Assyrians as a 
conquest made by the king of Egypt, yet from 
another point of view, it must have had the effect 


* This slurring or omission of the / in Baal may be illustrated 
from Lepsius, by the dropping of the same letter in the con- 
version of Melek (king) into Mak.—“ Egypt, Ethiopia, and Sinai,” 
p. 182 (Bohn, 1853). Bunsen tells us that in the Coptic and Old 
Egyptian, l is expressed by the same letter with r, between which 
it had a medial sound, apt above all consonants, in the popular 
dialect, to be dropped at the end of a word.—“ Egypt’s Place,” 
&e. vol. i. pp. 452, 449, 273. 

* Diodor. i. 45, 50, cited above, p. 72. 
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of rendering their country only one satrapy of his 
wide empire. The kings of Egypt, from hereditary 
pretension, continued to claim the title of Osir, or 
Lord of Ashur, from Nimrod, long after it had 
ceased to represent any real dominion, just as in 
England the title of king of France was long borne 
upon the coins of our sovereigns, without repre- 
senting any actual power. Probably this continued 
in Egypt after the very meaning and origin of the 
title were lost sight of; until a more distinctly 
national character was assumed, and the dominion 
of the Osirites (AssyritEes, ATHYRITES, or, dropping the 
gradually attenuated consonant, AYRITES) was sub- 
verted and succeeded by a dynasty of the Allophylite 
MESTRAEANS, a branch of the race of Mizraim; who 
also assumed, but failed to retain distinctively, the 
Osirian title, together with that of Pharaoh. This 
change seems to have taken place as a consequence 
of the conquest of Egypt by the Shepherds, and 
consequently indicates them to have been, like the 
Philistines, descendants of Mizraim. After the ex- 
pulsion of the Mizraite Shepherds, the name of 
EcvPrTIAN became appled to the new conquering 
dynasty, and to the country which they recovered. 
It takes its origin from one of the greatest of their 
monarchs. ‘These three successive races of sove- 
reigns, together with the two preceding classes, 
namely the gods and the semi-divine kings, appear 
to have constituted ‘“‘the five races of Egyptian 
kings, of which Manetho spoke, in thirty dynasties ; 
consisting of those called by them gods, semi-divine 
kings and deceased men, and mortals,” as Syncellus 
informs us’. But the removal of the gods and 


' Ed. Dindorf, vol. i. pp. 73 and 97. See above, p. 128, and 
note there. 
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semi-divine kings left only the three successive 
races of the mortal kings above mentioned. 

Let us now take a few illustrations of the manner 
in which the pseudo-Manethonian succession of 
dynasties has been fabricated, with the help doubt- 
less of a few royal tablets, and other family lists, 
which Manetho may have brought together among 
his authorities. 

l. The second king of the third dynasty, of the 
list ascribed to Africanus, 1s called Tosorthros. He 
is said to be reckoned the Egyptian Aisculapius °, in 
regard to the healing art; and he invented building 
with hewn stone, and invented or cultivated the art 
of writing. Dropping then the initial consonant or 
syllable of his name, and pronouncing the s with a 
lisp, it is, with little more variation, made into 
Athothis, or Thoth, and appears as the name of a 
new king, the second of the first dynasty, the imme- 
diate successor of Menés; who is said to have built 
the palace in Memphis (surely not before the inven- 
tion of building with hewn stone), and to have 
written books still extant on anatomy, for he was a 
physician’; but this surely not before the invention 
of writing, nor before the Egyptian Aisculapius. 
Here then is one and the same man Thorth'’, or 


* Jablonski explains Técopfos to mean the same with ZEscu- 
lapius, Z'use-tho, **qui totam terram curat.” “ Panth. Ægypt.” 
lib. v. cap. 6, $ 4, p. 195; but he adds, * Hinc factum esse 
videtur ut Egyptiorum Vetustus /ESCULAPIUS, cum eorundem 
TuorB, vel Mercurio, nonnunquam UNUS IDEMQUE existimaretur." 
We may venture to analyze the name rather more in conformity 
with this fact. | 

° OÖ Pépovrar BiBror dvaropixal, iarpds yap jv. Hence, no doubt, 
the ascription of certain books on Materia Medica to Hermes. 

1 That an r sometimes had place in the spelling of Thoth, 
Góp (66p0), or Gov0, see above, p. 168, note. 
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Thoth, made intotwo. The prefixed syllable To or 
Ta signifies place, as we have it in the isle Ta- 
khompso, the place of Khampsai, or crocodiles ; 
Tapanhés, the place of Pakhnas; so Ta-Thorth, 
strictly Hermopolis, the place or princedom put for 
the man. Or else the prefix may be a Barbarous- 
Greek article: compare Tayépys (0 Xépns, or Xaipys?). 

2. The ninth king of the fourth dynasty is Sesé- 
khris, and he is put in after the number of kings of 
that dynasty had been reckoned up as only eight; 
but they are summed again, with him included. 
Sesokhris is there said to have been five cubits and 
three palms in height, and nine (palms) in breadth. 
This brings him into comparison, if not identity, 
with Sesostris the third king of the twelfth dynasty, 
of whom the list ascribed to Eusebius gives this 
more easily credible, though still gigantic, measure- 
ment, that he is said to have been four cubits, three 
palms, and two fingers in height; a little over seven 
feet. This we may take as the more correct read- 
ing, which in process of corruption has first been 
roughly put at five cubits (a little in excess of the 
whole measure), and then, to make it more accurate, 
some one has added the fractional parts, but forgotten 
to deduct the imperfect cubit. Sesokhris occurs 
also as the eighth king of the second dynasty, with 
the memorandum there also that he was in height five 
cubits, and three [palms]; only by mistaking some 
crabbed and contracted writing of wadatoras, and 
reading it mAdros (breadth instead of palms), the 
transcriber has given us in that place the monstrous 
and impossible proportions of a man five cubits high, 
and three broad! The height might pass, but not 
the proportionate breadth. Herodotus tells us that 
there were two monuments of Sesostris in Ionia, cut 
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in rocks; the one in the road from Ephesus to Pho- 
exa, the other in the road from Sardis to Smyrna, 
in each of which a man was sculptured, in size four 
cubits and a half’, holding in his right hand a spear, 
and in his left a bow and arrows, and having the 
rest of his accoutrements and attire in like manner 
both Egyptian and Ethiopian. 

3. The fifth dynasty in the list ascribed to Afri- 
canus, is wholly omitted in the list which goes under 
the name of Eusebius, in which the fifth is the same 
with the sizth in the other, beginning with Ornozs, 
who was slain by his own spearmen. OTHOES re- 
appears as the first of the ninth dynasty, the name 
being slightly modified in spelling to AkuTHOES, who 
was the most tyrannical of all who had hitherto 
reigned in Egypt, and at last went to such insane 
lengths of fury that he was slain by a crocodile, that 
is, by the soldiery, or a military commander ; for the 
Egyptian army, with its commanders, and even with 


* Méyafos méwmr9s oTÜajs, Herod. ii. 106. Schweigheuser 
has shown that this does not mean, as many had supposed, in 
height five spans, or half cubits; for five spans would be rére 
eiapai, not réurrn omia). He instances rpírov 7ráAavrov, 
two talents and a half, &c. See note in the fifth volume of his 
Herodotus, p. 331, and Matthiz's ** Greek Grammar," No. 143. 
A mistake of the meaning of the phrase may possibly have led 
to the somewhat doubtful statement in Diodorus i. 45. 65. 94 
(ed. Wesseling, vol. i. pp. 54. 75. 106), of the diminutive instead 
of gigantic stature of Bok-Khoris the Sophi, ro pe odpare 
mavreXws evxatadpovytos, Which Poggius renders, however, ** cor- 
pore quidem robusto ac valido," as if reading ob xaradpovqgrós. 
But probably the best account which we can give of the matter 
will be found in the fact that not only Sesostris the Great, but 
also Sesostris the Second, had the name of Bok-Khoris; and the 
second might naturally seem of a stature easily despised after the 
gigantic measure of the former. The second was properly dis- 
tinguished as “ Bok-Khoris the Just,” but both were Sophis. 
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the king at its head, was understood by that emblem’. 
The use of figurative appellations, and the represen- 
tation of these by figurative emblems among the 
Egyptians, are known facts, and may be illustrated 
in this instance by two passages of Eusebius in his 
‘* Preeparatio Evangelica,” the second of which pro- 
bably refers to this very same historical occurrence. 
Anubis, he tells us, was stated by the Egyptians to 
be represented with a dog's head, as having been a 
pretorian soldier of Osiris,—one, as it were, of his 
hunting dogs or guards: and in the same chapter he 
mentions one of their kings, who being pursued by 
his own dogs, fled towards the lake, and was marvel- 
lously taken up by a crocodile and carried to the 
other side*. This king may be the same, not Anubis, 
but one whose name might be suggested by the sound, 
Kwnupuis, or Knepa-Akutaos, called also AKHTHOES, 
OrHozs, and THoks, who was helped across the 
mysterious lake by one of his own officers. 

The incident, which is remarkable as indicating 
the existence of a standing military force, may excite 
a suspicion that this is the same king who is also in 
the twelfth dynasty called AwwENEMÉS, who was 
slain by his own officers, and who is placed in the 
list as the predecessor of Sxsostris, by whom the 
military force is said to have been first perfectly 
organized. Ammenemés indeed is one of those 
names which seems in these dynasties, if they are 
treated as successive, to be going about uncertain 


3: Ezek. xxix. 3—8. Bochart remarks that the word Pharaoh, 
yD, in the Arabic, is even used for a crocodile. The word 
xápajac crocodile, is also found in conjunction with royal names, 
as Nekhempsos. 

* Euseb. ‘Prep. Evang.” ii. 1, p. 49, 50. Edit. fol. Colon. 
1688. 
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where to rest. Probably there were several kings 
who bore that title. He appears first following 
sixteen nameless kings in the eleventh dynasty of 
the list ascribed to Africanus,—‘ after whom AMME- 
NEMES.” The first syllable is a form of the article 
similar to that of the Hebrew (3) which has that 
form, and usually doubles the initial consonant of 
the word to which it is prefixed, Ammenemes ; just 
as we find the name of Manetho himself written 
* Khemmanetho," in the next sentence. Now, 
nothing is mentioned of the eleventh dynasty, 
except that it was Diospolitan, consisting of sixteen 
kings, who reigned forty-three years, “ after whom 
Ammenemés.” I suspect that the number should be 
(not ér py’, but éry vpy’,) 443 years; that being 
the duration of the reigns of the first fifteen kings, 
beginning from Menés; and if Menés be counted in 
addition to them the number is sixteen. In placing 
AMMENEMES next after them, the Shepherd dynasty 
is skipped, and the strictly native succession alone 
counted. The name AMMENEMES is a corruption or 
imperfect pronunciation of AMMENOPHIS, or MeENo- 
PHIS, signifying ‘‘ the Memphian:” and hence we 
find Sesostris stated to have been the son of Amme- 
nemés, in the twelfth dynasty of the list attributed 
to Africanus, while he is said by Manetho, as quoted 
by Josephus, to have been the son of Ammenophis, in 
the eighteenth dynasty. But the Memphian, who 
is here mentioned as following the first sixteen, is 
probably the king who restored the native sovereignty 
at Memphis, after the interruption of it by the in- 
vading Shepherds. The name is also written, by a 
very intelligible corruption of Menophis, Mveuis 
(Diodor. i. 94), as the name of the royal legislator 
under whom, on the recommendation of Thoth, the 
O 
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laws were first committed to writing. And we find 
it in the same form, Mveùıs, applied to one of the two 
sacred bulls, no doubt ** the Memphian *." 

The kings of the third, fourth, sixth, twelfth, and, 
we may add, eighteenth dynasties, thus come into com- 
parison; and we observe among them occasionally 
a recurrence of the same names, with the variations 
resulting from the rendering of Oriental words into 
Greek spelling. ZoürnHis of the third dynasty has 
some relation to Sournis, the name given to two 
kings of the fourth, and again to two of the sixth, 
among whom, or associated with them, occur the 
builders of the pyramids, Kuerops, or Puiors, MEn- 
KHERES, MEKHERINUS °, MyKERINUS’, or KHENKHERES °, 
LaxnanzS *, or Lazaris', the founder of the labyrinth 
in Arsinoë; Sesostris the conqueror, also called 
SESO0SIS, by abbreviation of SEsoa-KHÓsIS, that is, 
Sheykh of Cush; who may be concluded, by the 
measurements given, to be the SESAE-OkHnIS, or, 
* conquering Sheykh,” by contraction Sxséxuris, 
who was of gigantic stature, and who seems there- 
fore to have been the same called Apaprus, which 
Eratosthenes interprets péyioros, the giant’, a cente- 
narian in age, by which he is brought into com- 
parison, if not identification, with the centenarian 
Puiops. Nutoxris, the imperial beauty who, accord- 
ing to Herodotus, built the third pyramid from the 
offerings of her lovers, and who is mentioned in the 


5 See above, p. 80. 

* So Diodorus writes it. ' So Herodotus. 

* Xevyxépys, eleventh king of eighteenth dynasty. Eusebius 
appends this memorandum to his name, that in his reign Moses 
conducted the departure of the Israelites out of Egypt. 

* So the pseudo-A fricanus. 1 So the pseudo-Eu sebius. 

* List of Theban kings. Comp. Jablonski’s Voces Ægyptiacæ 
in Valpy's edit. of Stephani Thesaur. Ling. Gr., voce " Azasrmos. 
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so-called sixth dynasty, may be the same with the 
Queen AKOKHRIS, or AKEKHRES, of Josephus, in the 
eighteenth dynasty; and also with the Queen Sgr- 
MIOPHRIS of the so-called twelfth dynasty, a contem- 
porary of SzsosrRIS and LAKHARES, whose name is 
not without some traceable relation to these others, 
if the prefixed syllable Ske be withdrawn, and the 
name Miophris analyzed. 

The syllable Mi, which is found also in Miamíün, 
seems there to be equivalent in force to the Hebrew 
prefix 2 or preposition 12 (M or Min) signifying 
* from." Thus Miamün would be equivalent in 
force to De-Amün, or 'ApnpevóOoros, **Jove- 
given," or * Sprung from Amáün?;" and, if so, Mi- 
ophris may signify De-Hophra, ‘‘ descendant of 
Hophra,”—a *'Pharaoh's Daughter." "There was 
somewhat earlier a king Ovevédpys, Venéphrés, or 
Binophris, that is, Hophra, which is also written 
Ovadpns, Vaphrés ; and in. his reign it was that the 
law was passed enabling women to succeed to the 
throne‘. It was not unnatural, therefore, that a 
princess of his descendants should be named with 
an allusion to this. Moreover, about this very time 
one of the monarchs appears to have borne the name 
of Ruameses Hopura, or RHAMESES, DESCENDANT OF 
Hopura (‘Papeooovadpys, or ‘Papeoon Ovdadpov), so 
that there is proof of the continuance or revival of 
the name’s celebrity. Strictly speaking Nitoxnis is 
not her personal name, but a complimentary title, 


* Similarly the name Manetho (Mavéĝws) has been supposed by 
Bunsen to be resolvable into Mav«060, ** /Egyptiace Ma-n-Thoth, 
i. e. datus-a- Thoth," equivalent to Hermodorus. Mulleri * Fragm. 
Hist. Gr." i 

t See my conspectus of the dynasties, Column III. third king, 
and the catalogue of kings in Chap. IX. under the name Nitokris. 

o 2 
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signifying “‘ The Minerva, that brings victory." But 
there were not so many queens who reigned as to 
render the identity doubtful. The priests informed 
Herodotus that only one native queen had reigned, 
and she Nitokris. That may not be strictly accu- 
rate. But the daughter of VzxNEPHRÉS, in whose 
favour at first the right of female succession was 
established, married; and by her an Ethiopian or 
Theban dynasty was thus admitted to the throne, 
though the native succession really was not broken, 
but transmitted through her. This marriage, by at 
once bringing a king into power, seems to have 
removed the ostensible peculiarity of a female reign, 
and left only the established precedent of female 
right, without the conspicuous female administration 
of affairs, which was practically illustrated later in the 
female regency of Nitoxris. Inthe eighteenth dynasty, 
as before remarked, this queen is called AkrKurés, 
according to the reading of Josephus. In the.version 
of the same dynasty attributed to Africanus, that 
name is softened into AxHERRES. The seeming re- 
duplication in Akokhnis, or Akekhrés, appears to me 
to be a fragment of the word Sesak: for SEsAx- 
Ocnnais by abbreviation has become SESÓKHRIS ; and 
also, losing sight of the separate meaning of Sesak, 
the latter syllable of that word has sometimes been 
joined on to Okhris, as if it had been Ses-Akokhris ; 
then, dropping the no longer intelligible prefix, 
* AKOKHRIS." The reader who is at all acquainted 
with Horne Tooke's ** Diversions of Purley,” of 
which the Archbishop of Dublin has made good use 
in his book on ** Words," will recognize in these 
changes only the winged principle of words and 
syllables, and their tendency to fly away, which that 
author so ingeniously illustrates in the etymology of 
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our own language. Queen-regent AKEKHRÊS (or 
MioPHEIS, as she is also called) is said to have been 
the sister of RHarHÓTIS?; and from her recorded 
complexion ê she came to be called Ruopdépis, as 
Herodotus informs us that the builder of her pyra- 
mid was named by some’. The variation of her 
name to Nitoxris is known to have arisen from 
prefixing to the name or appellation Oxuris, the 
complimentary title of the Egyptian Minerva, Nerta. 
Eratosthenes tells us this; and as he interprets her 
whole name “A@nva vixnoópos, “ Minerva the giver of 
victory,” we find thence that the name or designation 
‘“ OKmRIS” signifies “conquering 5," and that, there- 
fore, SESAK-OKHRIS, or contracted SEsôKEHRIS, may be 
interpreted ** The conquering Sheykh." 

Nitokris is named by Eratosthenes, in the Theban 
list of sovereigns, next but one after the centenarian 
APAPPOS, who 1s the same undoubtedly with APHIOPS 
or Puiors, the centenarian of the sixth dynasty, one 
of the family who took the title of Sophi, and 
probably no other than Kuxops, the builder of the 
great pyramid, the SouPHIis or philosopher of the 
fourth dynasty, by nation or at least by nurture and 
education Ai-THIOPS, *an Ethiopian," which has 
been the source of much transmutation of name, and 
multiplication of person, by the simple interchange 
of the aspirated letters. Her first regency of six 
years ought probably to be placed within the reign 
of Sesostris the Great, and towards its close; but 
she had a renewal of her regency for six years more 


* So Josephus, after Manetho. 

* HavO1) rijv xpoiàv, Dyn. VI, Pseudo-Africanus. 

* Herod. ii. 134, 135. 

* Jablonski compares it with a Coptic word which means a 
deliverer or saviour. - 
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in the minority of Sesostris II. Hence her reign is 
stated sometimes at twelve years. She is mentioned 
before Sesostris by Herodotus*, who says she was 
caled to the throne by the people after they had 
assassinated her brother. This must have been her 
second regency. She was manifestly not of pure 
Egyptian race, but had in her complexion a trace of 
descent from & foreign princess, for she was golden- 
haired’; not improbably, then, a descendant of the 
Greek Io, daughter of Inachus. Io came to Egypt 
from Assyria’, and hence might be regarded by the 
Egyptians less as a native of the then recent and 
comparatively obscure colony of Greece, than as an 
ASSYRIAN lady, and so called Arayr, a wider and 
more imperial designation for the distinguished 
foreigner, who, in consequence of her surpassing 
beauty, became the Egyptian VENus?, nay, was even 
honoured as their Isis: after whom also Sesostris 
the Great seems to have called his daughter Atuyrtis, 
as Diodorus tells us that she was named‘. The 
desire of the ancients to settle the relative position 
of Inachus in the chronology of Egypt, may result 


* Herod. ii. 100. 

! This quality seems to have been characteristic of an illus- 
trious family, if it be true that there is mention in their * Book of 
the Dead" of the ** souls of the red-haired." 

* Esch. ** Prom. Vinct." 703.732. 805—813. 849, &c. Jablon- 
ski, *Panth. Æg.” lib. iii. c. 1. Io became identified with the 
Egyptian crescent-horned deity Isis, and was worshipped. The 
gods of the Egyptians were declared by their own priests to have 
been men and women. Diodor. ap. Euseb. “ Prep. Ev.” lib. ii. 
el. / 

* Their Venus was called Athyr. Like her descendant Nito- 
kris, she seems to have been golden-haired, hence called by the 
natives from old tradition the golden Venus. Diodor. i. 97, edit. 
Wesseling, vol. i. p. 109. 

* Diod. i. 53, ed. Wesseling, vol. i. p. 63. ; 
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from this circumstance of the descent of the great 
Sesostris from Io, which well accords with a Euro- 
pean cast of features discernible in his statues. 

The kings of the eighteenth dynasty are associated 
by Josephus with the times of the Israelites, their 
oppression, and their Exodus : and the author of that 
list of the dynasties which has been erroneously 
attributed to Eusebius, appends a note to the name 
of Khenkherés of that dynasty, that it was in his 
reign that the Exodus took place. 

I trust my reader will not despise the collateral 
evidence arising from the comparison and analysis 
of names, and the indications thence arising .of the 
identity of persons, who, by reproduction of the 
same under shght variations, have been made each 
into two, three, half a dozen, or even, it may be, 
eighteen. Little indeed can be built upon mere 
names apart from other considerations: the proba- 
bility or improbability must depend upon the com- 
bination of many other circumstances. And yet it 
is only by an array of altered or corrupted names 
and fabricated numbers, that the world has permitted 
itself to be so grossly imposed upon in these dynas- 
ties; and that, too, in the face of the obvious fact, 
that there is a great difference between the two 
fabricated lists, which pass erroneously under the 
names of Africanus and Eusebius, and that, as they 
stand, they have few points of similarity to. the list 
or lists of Eratosthenes. There is, I doubt not, 
some ultimate foundation of truth, on which the 
stupid and blundering fabrication has been created. 
The instances which have been given may suffice to 
prepare the reader for the result of à more extended 
comparison of the first eighteen, or indeed nineteen 
alleged dynasties, together with the twenty-second; 
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in which, by placing them, with the exception of the 
seventeenth, in parallelism with one another, and 
with five portions of the list of Eratosthenes, they 
are shown to be chiefly one and the same, namely the 
eighteenth, or eighteenth and nineteenth. The 
seventeenth dynasty remains distinct and separate ; 
but there are not more than two or three names 
which can be produced belonging to the generations 
preceding it, and one of these is that of Menés 
himself. In regard to the rest, they are shown not 
merely to have partial correspondences, but in two 
well-defined instances, those of Thoés and Sesostris, 
the same individual man is traced through all, or 
almost all these so-called dynasties: while in other 
instances the same result is presented in a less 
perfect degree. Using these as the clue to readjust- 
ment, it will be found that the reconstruction of this 
one dynasty, the eighteenth (or, if it be preferred to 
divide it, the eighteenth and nineteenth together), is 
established in its main points, and may be considered 
not far from complete. The decipherers of hiero- 
glyphic names and inscriptions, reading an unknown 
tongue by an unknown character, in which, as Sir 
G. Cornewall Lewis has well remarked, they encounter 
the difficulty of many varying symbols to express 
each letter of the alphabet, and many varying letters 
which each of these symbols may express, have 
hitherto ventured to derive much assistance from 
these fabricated dynasties ; and this, no doubt, is to 
be principally blamed for that immense distortion of 
the truth of history and chronology in which they 
have so often permitted themselves to be involved. 
It will therefore, I trust, not be disagreeable to them, 
but of perceptible service, to have the genuine testi- 
mony of Manetho extricated from the demonstrable 
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perversions of some blundering or fraudulent com- 
pilers, by which it has been, and has long remained, 
so utterly falsified. 

It will readily be pardoned, if we should only 
partially succeed in the unpromising attempt to 
reduce these, which, as they now stand, are palpable 
blunders and fabrications, into one consistent state- 
ment of truth. Yet it may be observed that the 
fabrication consists in the manufacture of a variety 
of successive dynasties out of the tablets and mate- 
rials of one. For we return to the fact that Manetho 
never had thirty dynasties exclusive of the gods and 
semi-divine kings, but only sixteen; there being 
placed before these, thirteen of the gods, each 
honoured with a separate dynasty, and one dynasty 
of the semi-divine kings; so that the first three 
dynasties of mortals are the fifteenth, sixteenth, and 
seventeenth, of which the two former are taken to 
round off the twenty-fourth Canicular Cycle, and 
the final cycle in the Manethonian scheme begins 
with the seventeenth dynasty. There is a certain 
amount of error and confusion implied in dating the 
commencement of the cycle so early in the history. 
This, and its causes, which are partly to be found in 
the . confusion of the Israelites with the earlier 
Shepherds, we shall be able to demonstrate. But 
that this is the genuine system of Manetho may be 
supported not only from the perfect manner in which 
we find every difficulty solved by it, from the minute- 
ness of correspondence in the results, and from the 
satisfactory answer which every objection has ad- 
mitted of, but also from the incidental evidence of 
several ancient authorities, indicating its existence 
in the day of Iamblichus?, and its acceptance as 

5 Above, p. 140. ; 
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Manetho's by Eusebius, the reference to it by an 
author believed to be he ê, the indirect allusion to it 
by Julius Africanus ’, its reasonable correspondence 
with Diodorus, the agreement of the author of the 
extracts from Eusebius, Africanus, and others ?, and 
the extreme improbability, or rather proved impos- 
sibility, of its having been invented after the intro- 
duction of the Julian computation. Finally, 
Manetho, and the Alexandrian Jews who translated 
the books of Moses, did not live three thousand 
years apart, but in the same reign, and under the 
patronage of the same king; nor were they, either 
the one or the other, so lamentably ignorant of the 
evidence then existing, as to place their chronologies 
three thousand years asunder, and this without their 
knowing, or any body else at that time knowing or 
suspecting, that they had done so. 

I subjoin at the close of this Chapter a conspectus 
of the first nineteen alleged dynasties, as well as the 
twenty-second and twenty-fourth, in their original 
Greek ; and, in the next Chapters a carefully digested 
catalogue will be given of the kings in their order, 
with copious references and illustration ; which it is 
hoped will facilitate the learned reader's estimate of 
the fabricated succession of those dynasties, errone- 
ously attributed to Manetho, and no less erroneously 
supposed to have been transmitted as his by Julius 
Africanus and Eusebius, both of whom were entirely 
innocent and utterly ignorant of it. I do not find 
reason to assume that the separate lists were not 


* Above, pp. 129, 130, 142—144 note. See also below in Chap. 
VII., under the name Konkharis. 

' Above, p. 145. 

® Shown at large in the present Chapter. 

* Above, pp. 111—115. 
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formed out of genuine materials. They are, no 
doubt, dynastic lists, though not successive dynasties. 
The word dvvacreia, it may be remarked, has, as used 
by Apollodorus, nothing to do with a dynasty in our 
sense of the word, that is, as designating a family 
succession of kings. 

In regard to the Conspectus, the text followed 
has been Scaliger’s; which I have preferred as being 
free from the bias of more modern critics, and free 
from the amendments or perversions with which they 
have conjecturally modified it, which the reader who 
chooses may abundantly find in Bunsen’s “ Egypt,” 
and in’ Mueller’s Fragmenta Historicorum Grecoruwm. 
The order of the reigns in the dynastic lists has not 
been disturbed by me: but as we have direct evidence 
that the dynasties were sometimes differently divided, 
their internal evidence has been followed in several 
cases in separating one list into two. Wherever this 
is done it 18 so stated; and the order of the names 
is in all other respects preserved. The result is that 
there comes out a variety of duplicate lists of ONE 
AND THE SAME DYNASTY; some being corrupted render- 
ings from partially obliterated tablets. By a careful 
inspection it will be found that one and the same 
person may be distinctly traced across the whole 
breadth of the parallel columns. This appears to 
me conclusively the case in regard to the king against 
whom on the left-hand margin stands the numeral X. 
and alsoin great part as regards the king his father, 
numbered VII. on the same margin ; in direct descent 
from whom (leaving out two intervening reigns, or 
more properly regencies during a long minority) the 
numeral position of the former would be VIII., as 
Diodorus numbers him, following a consecutive chain 
of seven. In others also a similar identity of person 
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may be traced, with less completeness but still with 
sufficient indications to support the same conclusion. 

The carefully digested and copiously illustrated 
catalogue of the kings which is given in the next 
Chapters supplies in a condensed form much of what 
is necessary to the comparison and verification of 
the view presented by the evidence. And further 
information and means of verifying the results of our 
inquiry are afforded in the notes in the Appendix of 
the present work. The last will be found useful in 
illustrating the variation of names, in consequence 
of the spelling; and of numbers, from the notation; 
as well as several special portions of the history. 
The reader may also be reminded that the possession 
of several names by the same historic character is 
familiar to us in the annals of other lands besides 
Egypt: as Cicero and Tully are the same; Scipio 
and Africanus ; Octavianus and Augustus, the last 
of which, as well as Cæsar, belongs also to the Roman 
Emperors in common. So Marcus, Aurelius, 
Antoninus, Philosophus, Augustus, designate one 
man ; and sometimes one, sometimes another, of the 
names is employed. If the titles of the Roman 
Emperors assumed from nations triumphed over be 
taken into account, a considerable addition will be 
made to the variety of the nomenclature— Persicus, 
Hispanicus, Gothicus, Vandalicus, and others. Just 
so in Egypt the same king appears sometimes under 
different titles, and confusion has resulted from want 
of attention to this circumstance. 

Perhaps this may be the most proper place to 
gather into one view from internal and other evidence 
some general judgment of those alleged Manethonian 
successions of dynasties, which have been thus 
referred by Syncellus to the collections of Eusebius 
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and Africanus. It has been observed that, though 
spurious as lists of successive dynasties, and in that 
character at least erroneously ascribed to these 
authors, and though utterly false in the use which 
has been made of them in their summation, they may 
nevertheless be not destitute of some value, nor 
deserve to be altogether repudiated, if they may 
afford some collateral evidence, though of obscure 
antiquity and apocryphal source. 

They may be received as a collection of distinct 
and separate dynastic lists, put together by some un- 
known and illiterate hands, probably Jewish, having 
been obtained possibly in part from the works of 
Manetho, and ultimately from tablets and other 
documentary sources, in various cities, but uncon- 
nected each with the other; the larger portion form- 
ing historically no series whatever, beyond the series 
of kings in each of the detached dynastie tablets. 
Sometimes even two lists of the same, placed one at 
the head of the other, are put together as one 
dynasty. Much more from different cities, different 
lists of the same period and dynasty might be 
obtained, with occasional variations of titles, and 
difference of treatment, sometimes full, sometimes 
abridged, sometimes by lineal descent from father 
to son, sometimes in the order of succession, with or 
without regencies ; all which it would plainly be un- - 
reasonable to sum together. Just so,if two Victorian 
tablets should be found by the prospective New 
Zealander whom Macaulay supposes hereafter study- 
ing the remains of London, one of them containing 
George III., the Duke of Kent, Victoria; and the 
other, George III., the Regent Prince of Wales, 
George IV., William IV., Victoria; the difference 
might perplex him, though intelligible to us : and he 
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might treat them as successive, postfixing the former; 
and in Bunsen’s manner rectifying the obvious error 
in the number attached to the first name by the 
simple addition of two strokes. So we should have 
five Georges and two Victorias. 

Some respectable Greek authors also have fallen 
into the error of placing collateral tablets of sub- 
stantially the same dynastic lists, monumental or 
other, in a consecutive series; and in particular 
Eratosthenes, in his series of Theban kings, has been 
deceived into doing this. The Greeks, ingenious and 
philosophical as they were, yet were children in 
archeology. The Egyptians, proud of antiquity, and 
prone to exaggerate it, favoured the delusion. But 
by careful analysis and comparison the mistake or the 
fraud admits of demonstration. 

There are some indications that the information 
furnished to us in the so-called Manethonian dynastic 
lists has come through Hebrew channels. In itself 
this would not be improbable, considering the great 
numbers of the Jews who were settled at Alexandria 
and in other parts of Egypt, and, at the same time, 
the close relation in which the early history of Egypt 
stood to that of Israel, in consequence of which the 
Jews might naturally feel interested in Egyptian 
antiquities. The indications which lead me to the 
conclusion are incidental and minute, but of frequent 
occurrence. I may give the following instances :— 

1. The frequent occurrence of the Hebrew article 
7 (Ha or A) in combination with proper names. That 
article has the property of generally doubling the 
initial consonant of the word, to which itis attached 
in the manner of an inseparable particle. Thus 
Menophis, Ammenophis, and (by an undeniable 
variation of the same word slightly corrupted in its 
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termination) Ammenemés. In like manner Manetho, 
Khemmanetho ; Marés, Moeris, and Merés, Ammerés. 
The reduplication is not always preserved in the 
writing of these and other names, but we have also 
Amenophis, Amenemés, Amenuphos. This variation 
or uncertainty of practice may be accounted for by 
the circumstance that in the Hebrew it is not the prac- 
tice to write the initial letter twice when the article 
is prefixed, but only to pomt it to be read double. 
Hence the doubling, or not doubling, of the letter in 
the Greek character would depend upon the regard 
paid to a mere point; and the points might or might 
not be written. So also Tyris or Thyris, Thuris, 
Thuóris, and Soris, with the article combined, 
Athyris, or Athuris, Athóris; Myrtzus, Amyrteus; 
.Khzrés and Kherrés, Akherés and Akherrés ; Ken- 
kherés, Akhenkerés; Thoth, Athothés, or, with a pre- 
fix of honour, Rha-thotis. 

2. The great variations of the name Thoés are 
such as would be accounted for by the Hebrew 
guttural letter y as the initial of the word, for that 
letter is variously represented as O, Akh, Gu, or else 
may be left silent. Hence Othoés, Othés, Akhthoés, 
Akhthos, Guthés, and Thoés, also written Thouwlés. 

3. The Hebrew preposition 2 or 12 (** from") ap- 
pears in the formation of Miappovy and Muddpts ; the 
former meaning “sprung From Amtn,” ’"Aupovddoros; 
the latter ** descended From Hopura or VENEPHRES." 
This indication, if taken alone, perhaps may be 
doubtful, as in Bunsen’s Egyptian Vocabulary M is 
given with the sense of through, by, or of’. But 
whence so ? 

4, The confusion implied in the corruption of 
the name ‘Papeoons, ‘Papeons, "Papons, or for 

! Bunsen, * Egypt," vol. i. p. 468. 
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euphony 'Pajs, into 'Pavjákgs (i.e. 'PaBaodkqs, 
LXX), in other words, the transmutation of Rhamses 
into Rabshakeh, 18 such as would only be made by a 
Hebrew. 

9. The disregard of the difference of the long and 
short O, and long and short E, with other charac- 
teristics in the variations of the writing of the names, 
does not savour of the more competent Greek 
scholarship which may be attributed to Manetho, but 
presents Greek of a similar barbaric description to 
the Latinity of the ** Excerpta Barbara;" in which 
last the traditional Jewish tendency may be traced 
in the humour of assigning Apion, the Grammarian, 
the enemy of the Jews and calumniator of their 
history, a place in the divine dynasties next to the 
latrator Anubis. 

It is vain to seek in hieroglyphic inscriptions for 
any thing corresponding to corrupted, distorted, and 
curtailed Barbaric-Greek forms of words. 

6. One adjunct to the name of a tyrant and per- 
secutor of the Hebrews, Othoés, who was ultimately 
assassinated by his own guards, may suggest, in the 
way of historical allusion, a Hebrew view of his 
character and fate, if (as I think) it be he whois 
called Takel-Othés: ‘‘ Thou art weighed in the balance 
and found wanting.” It has been professed no 
doubt to find the name Takelet or Takeloth in 
hieroglyplics. What other reading of the said 
hieroglyphic may hereafter be discovered we do not 
presume to guess, but Bunsen informs us that the 
sign or name read Hem by most is read by Mr. Birch 
Cherp’. . 

7. The numeral mark for 90 (4) appears to me in 
one instance to have been mistaken for X 30; and if 

* « Egypt's Place," &c., Engl. transl., vol. i. p. 44. 
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so, the mistake probably may be traced through its 
resemblance to the Hebrew 5, and was therefore 
more likely to be made by a Hebrew. 

The reader may not be prepared to acquiesce at 
once in these’ remarks, nor do I wish it without 
inquiry, but they may yet be sufficient to invite his 
attention to the careful comparison of the first and 
larger half of the dynasties which will be now sub- 
mitted to him, and may be worth considering in 
nnion with the other evidence. 


CHAPTER VII. 


A CATALOGUE OF EGYPTIAN KINGS IN THEIR ORDER, DIGESTED 
FROM THE DATA OF MANETHO, ERATOSTHENES, DIODORUS, AND 
EUSEBIUS, ANALYZED AND RESTORED, AS COMPARED WITH OTHER 
ANCIENT EVIDENCE.—PART I. TO THE CLOSE OF THE SHEPHERD 
DYNASTY. 


N the present Chapter it was at first intended to 
give simply a catalogue of the Egyptian kings 

in their order, setting down the various names and 
titles, or corruptions of names and titles, applied to 
them in various passages of the same or different 
authors, and giving some short analysis of these, 
with a view to assist the reader in tracing the identity 
of persons. I am aware that many of the names 
have been attempted to be differently spelt out in 
hieroglyphics; but the analysis of names which are 
transmitted to us often corruptly in the Greek, should 
first be pursued in that language, to the recovery as 
far as possible of the radical forms, before attempting 
to find them in the hieroglyphics. And as the 
dynasties ascribed to Manetho have in other more 
important points palpably misled those who have 
been engaged in Egyptological studies, I trust that 
hieroglyphical scholars will not think me negligent 
of their conclusions in directing my attention to an 
analysis based on the Greek, and particularly on the 
Greek of these apocryphal dynasties. An analysis 


CHAP. VII.] CATALOGUE OF KINGS.—PART I. 211 


of this nature, if satisfactorily executed, may afford 
a preparation for better success, even in their hiero- 
glyphical department, on which I have not en- 
trenched. But manifestly hitherto Egyptologists 
have taken many liberties in the way of altering 
names, against the testimony of antiquity, and on 
very equivocal evidence, if it can be called evidence, 
from hieroglyphics, without sufficient regard to the 
fact that alphabetic writing, in the characters of 
known languages, is at least a safer guide as to the 
sound of words than can be found in hieroglyphic 
signs and symbols. To take one or two instances. 
The name Sesonkhésis seems to have had something 
to do with their adoption of the form Sheshonk for 
Shishak, or Sesak ; but if so, the research which we 
have already made tends to show that they have 
been mistaken as to the nature of that word. And 
they themselves apparently feel dissatisfied with 
their conclusions as to it, for they are now getting 
rid of Sesonkhósis, yet, I fear, only groping further 
into the dark. The changes present a somewhat 
curious history. The late Duke of Northumberland 
and Colonel Felix first thought they deciphered on 
an obelisk the name of Osirtesen', as that of an 
ancient king; whether or not the name Tosertasis in 
the third dynasty of the pseudo-Africanus furnished 
the suggestion. Sir Gardener Wilkinson subse- 
quently thought he found the same in the Tablet of 
Karnak. This Rosellini questioned. And not till 
after Champollion was dead, was it known or sup- 
posed that he favoured the discovery °, which how- 
ever gradually made its way, but the name got 
changed to Osortesen. Then came Dr. Lepsius, and 
1 Bunsen, “ Egypt,” vol. ii. p. 250. 
2 Ibid. p. 251. 
P 2 
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discovered ** that the sign which had hitherto been 
read user or oser, must be pronounced seser, INAS- 
MUCH AS THE NAMES SESONCHOSIS AND SESOSTRIS IN 
MANETHO CANNOT BE EXPLAINED UPON ANY OTHER PRIN- 
CIPLE?." (Is this hieroglyphical evidence?) Thus 
Osirtesen was transmuted to Sesortesen, which is 
next substituted for SEsosrRIS, with no authority 
for such a change: and then one noble step more! 
SESONKHOsIS also is turned out, and the transmuted 
name Sesortésis takes his place in lists of kings, and 
in the talk of the learned, and we even hear of the 
SESORTÓSIDE! Nay, the same threatens to make its 
way into the alteration of ancient authors‘. Such 
is the rapid progress of what is called discovery ! 
I trust my reader will not be displeased with me for 
giving a second instance. There is mentioned a 
name * AMYRTEUS,' also called ** MygTEUsS;" and 
it seems there is a various reading of one place in a 
fragment of Eratosthenes, in which he is called 
* AMUTHARTEUS." There is also a king mentioned 
by Josephus, “‘Timavs.” Bunsen has transmuted 
the one into the other. Shall I tell my learned 
reader how? The unlearned will pardon me and 
pass it over, with other things of the like nature. 
Josephus has given the following words as an 
extract from Manetho: ** We had a king by name 
Timaus, &c.—éyévero Baawe)s jpiv, Tipaos óvopa." 
On the ground of the few brief fragments of Manetho 
which have come down to us, of which this is one, 
Bunsen determined that Manetho never wrote thus 
in the first person! For nyiv Tipaos he decided that 
we are to read in one word AMOTNTIMAIOX,— 


* Bunsen, * Egypt," vol. ii. p. 255. 
* Bunsen, * Egypt," vol. i. p. 682 A. *'Buttmannus in Ques- 
tionibus de Diezarcho." 
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“There was a king Amuntimzus.” This is to be 
the true name. Myrteus, Amyrtheus, or Amutharteus, 
is to be dispossessed, and AmuNTIMzZUS is to be 
installed instead, among the genuine hieroglyphical 
readings! Sic corrige meo periculo, as says the 
celebrated Martinus Scriblerus, in whose emenda- 
tions of Virgil? this too ingenious criticism of Bunsen 
alone has any parallel. Byt this too is to find its 
way into editions as a various reading. A wholly 
conjectural alteration of Manetho is proposed; and 
then the altered reading is used in evidence to 
support an alteration of Eratosthenes '! 

These remarks may justify me in breaking the 
fetters of such unsatisfactory authority, and adopt- 
ing a different method of research ; in which, what- 
ever ordeal I may be exposed to, I would bespeak 
only a candid judgment, to deal fairly by the evidence 
which may be produced. My object is never to 
concoct new names, but rather to reconcile and 
explain old variations as they present themselves. 
Many of the variations of names and numbers will 
also be found afterwards illustrated more fully, in 
Note A at the end of the volume. | 

A brief and very condensed digest of evidence was 
also intended to be given, as a running accom- 
paniment of the catalogue, as far as space permitted. 
The importance, however, of this last feature of 
what was proposed, has grown so gradually, and 
so greatly beyond what was anticipated, by the 
accumulation of facts, spontaneously falling into 
their natural places, that it has overbalanced the 
form originally designed, while it has conferred a 


* Pope's Works. 
* See Mueller, Fragm. Hist. Gr. ii. 565. 
' Bunsen, * Egypt," i. 644, 676. 
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value much beyond that consideration, in the 
copiousness of proof and decisiveness of the result. 
This will be found the case in regard to the fulness 
of illustration of the Shepherd dynasty, as to which 
many interesting particulars have been brought 
together, tending towards their own mutual expla- 
nation and arrangement. Some clear and decisive 
evidence as to certain facts and points of time has 
also been found and established, partly by a process 
which Sir Isaac Newton pointed out, but which he 
failed to apply successfully, in consequence of setting 
himself to reduce the antiquity of the early Egyptian 
history much below what was really consistent with 
the facts. The result to which this process has con- 
ducted, I have been enabled to confirm by another 
calculation, based on a totally distinct principle, 
which has yielded a conclusion in remarkable agree- 
ment; and again, both have been confirmed by a 
third process, based on the analysis of the scientific 
evidence involved in a statement of Censorinus. 
Some evidence has also presented itself incidentally, 
as to the duration of the Israelite sojourn in Egypt. 
This accumulation of important matter has rendered 
it necessary to divide the subject originally intended 
for one chapter into four. 

It may be proper to state that in the earlier 
period I have omitted such names occurring in the 
list of Syncellus or Eusebius as have apparently 
been inserted only to fill up, and which are most 
likely not from the hand of Eusebius. But the 
omission of these names has been allowed for in the 
numeration of the kings, which I have given from 
Mizraim downwards, and also in brackets from 
Menés or Nimrod. 

The present chapter, then, will embrace only the 
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first part of the catalogue, extending onward to the 
close of the Shepherd dynasty. 

1. Mizraim, the first colonizer of Egypt, but not 
properly to be classed with their kings, is taken by 
Syncellus for Mznés, but erroneously so. If, how- 
ever, as some would have it, eight generations of 
successors ọf Menês were to be prefixed to that 
which we have taken as the reckoning of Diodorus 5, 
then, counting also Bousiris distinct from Menés, as 
if one of his descendants, this would bring Menés 
into coincidence with Mizraim, a result accepted by 
Kusebius, or at least by Syncellus, and which is at 
the basis of his numeration of the kings of Egypt. 
This tracing of their succession back to Mizraim: 
may have been introduced by the Mizraite Shep- 
herds; but afterwards it became confused with that 
. Which was previously in use, and which was subse- 
quently revived, of reckoning back to Menés as the 
founder of the throne and kingdom. The coloniza- 
tion of the country by settlers of the race of Mizraim 
had, no doubt, taken place long previously to Menés, 
but that is not to be confounded with the kingdom. 
Mizraim himself, being seven hundred years before 
the close of the reign of Konkharés, properly be- 
longed to the period of the ** semi-divine kings," as 


Manetho calls the early postdiluvian patriarchs. 
* it * * 


* * * * 

[9. Mznés ;—Nimrop, FOUNDER OF THE CUSHITE, OR 

HAMITE EMPIRE, BUILDER OF Erecu, 0& UncHotE, hence 

called Erexnorués, or UrKHOzUS; also called Osiris, 

or B’oustris, that is Lord of Asshur, or Assyria, 
whither Nimrod went, and built Nineveh. 


* This is done by Sir G. Cornewall Lewis and others, on the 
ground of the statements of Diodorus noticed above at p. 72. 
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That Egypt was thus early connected, through 
the person of Nimrod, with the empire of Assyria, is 
supported by the following early traditionary testi- 
mony quoted by the author of the ** Chronicon Pas- 
chale," from the ** Recognitions of Clement," which, 
though apocryphal, are yet certainly an early work, 
being cited repeatedly by Origen. Otros 6 NeBpwd 
petoucnoas amd Aiyvmrov eis “Aooupious, Kat oixioas 
eis Niwov modkw, &c.*° Though the statement is 
introduced in a fabulous narrative as St. Peter's, 
itis nevertheless remarkable as preserving, in this 
particular, a vestige of a then known earlier tradi- 
tion, corroborative of a conclusion which we have 
formed on other and altogether independent grounds. 
Heyne in his edition of ** Apollodorus " (Gottingz, 
1808, p. 409), expresses his opinion that the state- 
ment was probably taken from that learned Greek, 
from an iambic line in the sequel of the passage 
quoted !°. The author of the ** Chronicon Paschale," 
in the same place, speaks also of Nimrod as év 
Avysmro kNgpoÜcis, having received his proper allot- 
ment in Egypt, and having gone thence to Babylon. 
If so, in whom, or under what name, does he appear 
in Egyptian history, except in Menés ?| 


(0.) 10. B'ovusmus; EnrknHoóPHÉs, or UmnkHoxvus 
(Diodor.) ; the first of the title, the same with Menés, 
or Nimrod, but sometimes reckoned, as if a distinct 
person, his first successor, as by Diodorus, above, 
p. 81. 

N.B. The interval from Menés to the close of 

* Chron. Pasch. ed. Ducange, fol. p. 28. Ducange, in the notes, 
gives reference to ** Recog. Clem." i. n. 30; iv. n. 29. 

” Adrov Nivov rov NeBpwd of "Acovpioe mpooryopeveay, “ Otros 
diaoxer Acovpious céBew 7o rip.”  ** Vides iambum, qui forte ex 
Apollodoro fluxerat." 
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the reign of Konkharés, or beginning of the Shep- 
herd dynasty, is reckoned by Manetho fifteen gene- 
rations, or 443 years. Menés and fifteen successors, 
including Konkharés, are probably the sixteen Dios- 
polites of the Eleventh Dynasty so called, “ after 
whom Ammenemés.” On which reckoning it will 
be observed that the Shepherd dynasty is left out, 
as being not native, though it intervened before the 
* ÀAmmenemés " mentioned. 

* * * * 

* * * * 


(8. 18. EmrzknóPH£És, or Unmxnozmus, B'ousrRis 
(Diodor.). The ninth, if including B'ousiris I. 
* * * * 


* * * * 


(15.) 25. KoNkHaRÉS, KoNkHanRIis, or the KHAN 
KuznRES!; also called EngEgkHOóPHÉS, or Urkhosus, 


1 The prefix Khan, Kan, or Kon, is probably analogous to the 
Persian title of ruler or governor, used also of the Tartar kings, 
and it may be compared with the Hebrew 113), whence 13), owner 


or lord, Isa. i. 3. We have it perhaps lingering in the name 
Candacé, queen of the Ethiopians. It was used by the Abys- 
sinians also in the despotic sense of rex mancipiorum ( Walton, 
Prolegom. xv. 2.) The name Cherés (Xaipys) occurs separately 
from that prefix, in the sixth king of the second dynasty of 
Africanus, and repeatedly afterwards enters into combination; as 
in Nepher- Kherés, Men-Kherés, Zeber-Kherés, La-Kharés, Nephel- 
Kherés. Each of these is thus in reality two names, one of 
which might sometimes be omitted. Hence the later Kan Men- 
Kherés (or Menés-Kharés) might be known also without the for- 
mer of the two names by the briefer designation of the Kan- 
Kherés, and this earlier Ken-Kherés thus became liable to be con- 
founded with the Kan Men-Cherés. 

The syllable Khan or Khen is also found in combination with 
the name Osiris, proving it to be an Egyptian title ;—Xevdcus, 
“the Khan-Osiris,” applied as an Egyptian name for the ivy, 
which was sacred to Bacchus or Osiris. From this application of 
it, Khen has come to be interpreted by some as if it were in 
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written in the Barbarous-Latin Extracts NECHERO- 
CHEUS. He is reckoned by Eusebius the twenty- 
fifth from Mizraim; really, however, he is the 
fifteenth from Menés. And with this reign, ac- 
cording to Manetho’s general scheme, terminate the 
443 years which complete the twenty-fourth Cani- 
cular Cycle. Eusebius, in the Greek Sozomena of 
the first book of his ** Chronica," says that, accord- 
ing to Manetho, his fifth year completed seven 
hundred years after Mizraim, the first colonizer of 
Egypt. The passage is given by Syncellus, and has 
been quoted above, Chapter V., page 144. Its sub- 
stance 18 as follows: ‘“ Over the Egyptians, twenty- 
fifth in the succession, reigned Konxuaris for five 
years. In the fifth year of Konkharis, the twenty- 
fifth king of Egypt, in the sixteenth dynasty which 
belonged to the past Canicular Cycle according to 
Manetho, there are completed from Mizraim, the 
first king and settler, seven hundred years of the 
twenty-five kings ?." 

meaning equivalent to dvróv, plant; and X«evxépys equivalent to 
$vróv jÀí(w. See Valpy's edition of Jablonski's Glossary, in 
Steph. *' Thesaur." p. cexeviii. But it will be found that the 
derivation from the Coptic there given would confessedly require 
the words to be altered without authority to Syevooyrs and Zxev- 
xépys,—rather a violent change. I submit, therefore, that the 
association of the syllable to the name of Osiris may be rather 
taken to support the meaning already given. It is found in com- 
bination with the names of kings, and designates their princely 
office. If some sort of rose were called ** the Queen Victoria," 
as a water lily is the ** Victoria Regia," it would not show that 
the word queen meant tree, nor does the application of the name 
* King Charles" to a breed of dogs affect the true meaning of the 
word king. How then should the application of the name 
* Khan Osiris" to his sacred ivy affect the meaning of the word 


Khan ? 
* Sir George Cornewall Lewis (** Hist. Astr." p. 284, note) 
says, “It is agreed by modern critics that these words are not to 
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It may be observed that the interval from Menés 
to the Shepherd dynasty does not differ much from 
the interval from Nimrod to the death of Abraham, 
according to the Septuagint. 


SHEPHERD DYNASTY IN EGYPT. 


(16.) 26. Sunrrés or SALATIS, written SairÉs by the 
Scholiast on Plato, and by the pseudo-Africanus :— 
qu. with an old form of the letter Sigma, read 
Cris, which may have come, by mistake or partial 
obliteration of the writing, for Struts or Sidutlwv, 
the Philistine or Palestinian ? Compare Herod. ii. 128, 
Touny Piritiwv, the “ Philistine Shepherd,” with the 
designation Hyx-Sés, “‘the armed Shepherd” (for so 
that name is really to be interpreted), and compare 
both with the condition of the Philistine Shepherd 
in the days of Abraham and Isaac. Josephus, fol- 
lowing Manetho, has applied to these Shepherds the 
designation of Hyk-Sós; and he tells us that Sós 
in the Egyptian language meant ** Shepherd," but of 
the former syllable **Hyk" he gives from Manetho 
two alternative meanings, ‘ king,” or “captive ;” 
and he prefers the latter rendering. Jablonski, 
however, has successfully shown that Hyk means 
not “ bound as a captive,” but “girt as a warrior,” 
that is, ‘‘armed ;” or else “ girt with the official robe 


3» 


as a king?." The name is also written by Josephus 
be taken as proving the mention of the Canicular Cycle by 
Manetho!" But what then are they to be taken as proving? 
May critics combine to decide contrary to the evidence ? 

3 « Hyk et Hak ZEgyptiorum sermone non dicitur captivus, 
aut vinctus instar captivi. Proprie vox illa significat cingere aut 
se ipsum, aut alium, Levit. viii. 7, 8, 13, Luce xii. 35. Dicitur 
etiam de animalibus, quz cinguntur, aut insternuntur, Genes. xxii. 
3, Numer. xx. 21. Eadem voce significatur se armare vel armis 
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"Tx«ovacós, (Hyk-oussós) and the second part of 
this word suggests a name known in the Phoenician 
traditions, Ovawos, Ousdus ‘. 

In both the lists of the Dynasties and also by the 
Schohast on Plato the Shepherd kings are called 
Phoenician strangers ($oívwes £évow Baouets) who 
took Memphis. The name of Phoenicians is applied 
also by Philo to the Amalekites ?. 

It is important to observe that Diodorus, or rather 
an Egyptian Oracle whose answer is recorded by 
him, applies the name of Allophyli (AdAddvaAor, 
the same with the Septuagint rendering of the name 
Philistines) to the Shepherds who had settled in 
Egypt; and he also names Cadmus, among the 
leaders of their departure, as having conducted a 
portion to Greece. Now, although, with the inac- 
curacy common to the heathen writers in speaking 
of the Jews, he confounds them with that earlier 
Shepherd race in Egypt, yet this testimony is not 
to be neglected, but placed in connexion with other 
evidence, all bearing in the same direction. See note 
E in the Appendix, extract from Diodor. xr. 

Of this dynasty there are named four or six kings. 
The lists and the order of the kings vary ; but the 
following are named after Siletés, BEoN or ANÓN; 
APAKHNAS or PAKHNAN; APOPHIS or APHOPHIS; ÍANIAS; 
Assis or ASETH; ARKHLES. But at most there were 
not more than six. The name Apophis, according 
se cingere, Num. xxxi. 3, 5. Nam ut Pausanias monet: To évdtvat 
Tà Orda éxdXovy of maai fwracba, Arma induere, veteres cin- 
gere dicebant. Et armatura ipsa hine dicitur Ephes. vi. 18 ( ZEth. 
Vers.)  Jablonski, Panth. Eg. prolegomena, § LVII. 

* Philo, Bybl. ex Sanchoniath., ap. Euseb. “ Prep. Evang.” 


i. 10, p. 35. 
5 Vita Moysis, i. 39. 
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to Jablonski, signifies the giant, which may suggest a 
comparison with the Theban king Apappus rendered. 
péyuoTos by Eratosthenes. But if the Shepherds 
were Philistines, we know that they had among them 
a race of giants historically celebrated; and their 
tribe was certainly at this period settled at least con- 
tiguously. 

The geographical origin of the Philistines is * 
obscure, though genealogically they were derived 
from Mizraim through Casluchim and Caphtor*, and 
may therefore be the race who, by their invasion 
and conquest of Egypt, substituted the Mizraite for 
the Ayrian or Osirian dynasty’. They seem not to 
have been of the native tribes of Canaan, for they 
are called ‘“‘ foreigners,” ** men of another tribe" 
(àAAóTpio,, Heb xi. 94; Isa.i. 7, LXX. Comp. DY, 
Isa. xxv. 2, 5, and aAAóówAo, LXX, passim), though 
Palestine eventually received their name. There is 
nothing adverse to their having been settled originally 
in the far East, and having thence migrated as nomads 
westward towards the seats of their kindred clans. . 
Hindoo tradition is said to recognize such a migra- 
tion of the powerful tribe of the Pali. In the ** Chro- 
nicon Paschale" we learn further, on the authority 
of the learned Epiphanius, Bishop of Cyprus in the 
fifth century, and of others, that ** Mizraim, migrating 
afterwards to the eastern parts, became the colonizer 
of Bactria, and gave the name of * Asóa of the Great 


* Gen. x. 15; Deut. ii. 23; Jer. xlvii. 4; Amos ix. 7. They 
seem to have been of the same race with the Cherethim, or Cre- 
tim, who peopled and gave name to Crete. Ezek. xxv. 16; 
Zeph. ii. 5. Bochart (“ Phaleg.” iv. 31) would identify the Cas- 
luchim with the Colchians, but Herodotus indicates a different 
origin of that Egyptian colony. 

" Manetho, ap. Syncel. See above, p. 146. 
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Indies ' to the interior, or remoter part of Persia,"— 
Otros Meopacip o Aiyvrrios petéreta émt Ta dvato- 
Aud pépy oücjcas, oucjrop yiverat Bdaxtpov, Tiv 
éc'wrépav IIepaí6os Aéyev" Acoa TOv. ueyáXov 'Iv8Gv *. 
Agreeably to this we shall find these nomad Indian, 
yet Mizraite, conquerors of Egypt described by 
AXischylus upon their Bactrian camels. The camel 
was not properly an Egyptian animal, nor is it at all 
depicted on the monuments. It was coming-in in 
the days of Abraham, but after the expulsion of the 
Shepherds is not named among the flocks and 
cattle or other property of the Egyptians, in the 
time of Joseph *. 

If the Shepherd dynasty be, as I think it 1s, that 
which Æschylus alludes to in a passage of his 
Supplices, when speaking of the Nile and Egypt, the 
information which he has preserved is worthy of 
attention, and assigns a remote Indian or Indo- 
Bactrian origin to that nomad tribe. 

Ivdovs T dxovw vouddas irmroBapoow 
elvai kapyAous dotpaBilovcais, xOova 
map Al@iopw dorvyerrovovpevovs.—]. 283. 

Eusebius, with his varied learning, was not igno- 
rant of the facts referred to in this passage, though 
he does not cite it. He mentions (but it is only 
slightly, and not quite in the right period of time) 
the <Aithiopes ab Indo fluvio, Eruiorians from the 
river Indus. His expression furnishes us with the 
fact that these Indian nomads were a kindred branch 
of the race of Cusa, or perhaps, in a wider sense, of 
the descendants of Ham, who had been formerly 
settled on the river Indus. AiOiomes dao Ivot 
voraj.o0 dvagTávres Tpos TH Aly’mtw w@Knoav. His 

* «€ Chron. Pasch." ed. Ducange, fol. 1688, p. 28. 

* Gen. xii. 16; xlviii. 17. 
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mention of them here is as settlers on the borders of 
Egypt, and therefore before their entrance and occu- 
pation of it; which followed, however, as we find 
from Aischylus, and extended as far up as the borders 
of the Thebaid. They are represented by him not 
in the condition of captives, but with their proudly- 
mounted and caparisoned riding camels', occupying 
the land as far up as the borders of Ethiopia, that 
is, of the Thebaid: for Homer accounts Thebes a 
city of Ethiopia; and the prophet Nahum (ch. in. 
8, 9) speaks of it -as deriving its strength from 
* Ethiopia and Egypt." And that this, and not the 
Arabian Ethiopia, was meant by Aischylus, the 
reader may satisfy himself, both from the general 
context, and by referring to the same poet's kindred 
play of **Prometheus Vinctus" (lines 806—810), 
where he speaks of it as the country out of which 
the Nile flows. 

The tradition of the settlement of these Indian 
Mizraimite nomads lingered, after their expulsion 
from Egypt, in the title borne by the country adja- . 
cent to the head of the Red Sea; which, in a passage 
of the ** Chronicon Paschale" (seemingly from Epi- 
phanius, and perhaps ultimately referable to Euse- 
bius), is called ** Arsinoité of the Indian quarter ?." 
The Arabian Ethiopia is also there distinguished 
from the Ethiopia here mentioned, which lies to the 
south of Egypt; the former as the Ethiopia which 


1 So much seems implied in the word imroßápos, “ equestrian.” 
The nature of the “camels furniture,” implied in the word 
dotpaBilovcais, may be inferred from hence to be adapted to 
riding. Comp. Gen. xxxi. 17, 34. 

* Kai riv "Epvopav 0ddaccar ard oroparos Tov Kara Apowotryy THs 
'"Ijóugs. ‘Chron. Pasch.” ed. Ducange, p. 31. The same is also 
found in the “ Barbarous-Latin Extracts,” p. 62. 
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looks to the Indians, the latter as the Ethiopia from 
which the Nile flows è.” 

The comparison of the fragments of information 
from these various sources furnishes us with the 
following facts. The Shepherds are called Allophyli, 
a name customarily applied to the Philistines, but 
literally signifying ‘‘ another tribe; and of what 
neighbouring race were they another tribe *? 
They came from a land which had been colonized 
with the posterity of Mizraim. "Their arrival at least 
preceded the dynasty to which Danaus belonged, 
judging even from 7Eschylus, for he represents the 
fame of their former possession of Egypt as lingering 
in Greece previous to the time of the arrival of the 
daughters of Danaus there. But indeed they had 
come and gone; their first expulsion signalized the 
beginning of that great dynasty, in the midst of 
which Danaus lived. Their first appearance, to 
some extent, tallies in time with the arrival of the 
Philistines on the borders of Egypt; who were a 
tribe of the descendants of Mizraim, but not of the 


* Aiftoria % BAérovoa xarà 'Ivõoùs, kai répa Aiftowia cbev èx- 
mopeverat 6 Trav AlDumov morapos 6 KaXovpevos NeiXos, Ibid. p. 29. 
The same is also found in the ** Barbarous-Latin Extracts," ap. 
Scalig. ** Thesaur. Temp." p. 61. 

* 'The existence of a third tribe of the same people is indicated 
in the mention—quoted by Diodorus from the historian Euemerus, 
the friend of King Cassander—of a temple of Jupiter, or Belus, 
of the three tribes, tepdv Aws tpupvAaiov, which he had seen in 
the island Pankhaia in the Indian Ocean (Ceylon ?), and which 
had been erected there by a great conqueror, not improbably 
Sesostris. A genealogy was there given of the Curetz, or Curetes 
(Cherethim, or Cretim ?), as one of the tribes; from a colony of 
whom, being a branch of the same race with the Philistines, the 
island of Crete received its name. Diodor. “ Fragm.” I., ex. lib. 
vi. Opp. ed. Wesseling, fol. Amst. 1746, vol. ii. p. 633. Comp. 
1 Sam. xxx. 14, 16; Ezek. xxv. 16; Zeph. ii. 5. 
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same tribe with the native Egyptians, and were 
hence called the Allophyl,, ** the people of the other 
tribe.” They were probably the same people with 
the Philistines, or else a kindred tribe of that people, 
of which the Amalekites and the Anakims seem also 
to have been branches; in connexion with which it 
may be mentioned, that the Arabian historians tell 
us that the Amalekites once conquered Egypt, and 
possessed the throne of that country for several 
generations. So Stackhouse states in his “ History 
of the Bible” (Book iv. ch. 3), though he does not 
cite his authorities more specially, and I have not 
referred to them. But the Arabian tradition seems 
to have represented the Philistines and Amalekites 
as kindred tribes, since Hutychius, Patriarch of 
Alexandria, himself an Arabian writer under the 
Khalifs in the ninth century, represents these two 
tribes as united in the attack upon Israel in the 
Wilderness :—*: Porro in deserto oppugnarunt illos 
Amelekite et Philhstei"  Eutych. Annal. p. 104, 
interpr. El. Pocock. It may be added that there are 
not wanting some correspondences of name near the 
sources of the Indus. One of its tributaries in 
Cabul, a little to the south of Bactria, bore the name 
of the Khoes. The mountain range to the north of 
it was called the Indian Koosh ; and this may not be, 
as some have supposed, a corruption of the name 
Indian Caucasus, which it received from the army of 
Alexander. Further north in Sogdiana, there was a 
town called Gaza, one of the seven which formed a 
league against the Macedonians *, furnishing a sin- 
gular coincidence with the name of the Philistine 
capital. Thereis also said to be a Hindoo record or 
tradition, recognizing the migration of a large body 
E€ Arrowsmith, “ Ancient Geography ” and Atlas. 
Q 


226 CATALOGUE OF KINGS.—PART I. ([CHAP. Vir. 


of the Pali, who extensively ruled in India, and their 
conquest of a country which Captain Wilford, in the 
third volume of the ** Asiatic Researches," elaborately 
argued to be Egypt. 

As regards the names of the other kings of this 
Shepherd dynasty, APAKHNÁs, or PAKHNÁN, may be 
compared with the name of the town Tah-panhés, 
* the place of Pakhnás," for the Egyptian prefix Ta 
or Tha, as Jablonski states, means “place”’ (as it were 
Pakhnanopolis) : which is mentioned Jer. 11. 16 ; xlin. 
7, 8; xliv. 1; called Hanes, Isa. xxx. 4, and Tehaph- 
nehes, Ezek. xxx. 18, afterwards contracted into 
Taphnis and Daphne; and from which the wife of 
Pharaoh Shishak received her name, 1 Kings xi. 19. 

The name of Bron, Bxox, BNóN *, or ANoN, I have 
found no clue to explain; but the change from the 
one form to the other may be accounted for by the 
fact that he stands second on the list, immediately 
following Silités. Hence the letter B, which answers 
to the numeral mark of 2, has either been added to 
the name by mistake, or, if it was originally part of 
it, has been abstracted through the converse of the 
same mistake. The remaining letters Aiwy or ' Avov 
are not very dissimilar. And as some ancient forms 
of the Greek Alpha and Delta are not unlike, it is 
not impossible that this may be the same name 
which appears in the Babylonian records as the 
Shepherd 4aos, or 4&ov. Seethe Table above, p.164. 
ARKHLES, who is placed by some in this dynasty, is 
more likely a contemporary Theban king; and we 
are informed, indeed, that Theban kings reigned in 
the period of the Shepherds 151 years.  'Opno0 
Touneves Kat ot OnBaior éBacirevoay ern pva’. (See 
the list of Manetho’s Dynasties, so called, ascribed 
to Africanus, 17th Dyn. Scalig. ** Thesaur. Temp." 

* Bvóv, so written by the Scholiast on Plato. 
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p. 352.) This might explain the insertion of Arkhlés 
by some, and omission of him by others. The name 
“ Arkhlés” (‘Apxdjs) seems to me to present the 
root of the name Hercules (‘Hpax\js), as it were 
7241, “the expeditionary,” perhaps the very word 
which is rendered in the ** Excerpta Barbara" Sro- 
LIABCHUS". If so, his position in this period may 
possibly illustrate what Herodotus says (lib. ii. 43) 
about the Egyptians reckoning first eight gods, and 
then twelve; and that Hercules was one of the twelve. 
For their gods were recognized by the Egyptian 
priests as having been men; and the succession 
of the numbers, first eight and then twelve, sug- 
gests the reckoning of the generations by Dio- 
dorus first eight and then twelve. In this view 
of it, as seven of the twelve were numbered to 
the close of the reign of Konkharés, five Theban 
kings remain to be counted as contemporary with 
the Shepherds, and prior to Amósis, whose expul- 
sion of the Shepherds marked a new epoch. What- 
ever may be thought of the correspondence of the 
above allusion of Herodotus, it appears that the 
reckoning of Diodorus requires this computation of 
five native kings contemporary with the Shepherds. 
For after Urchozus, the eighth king, he counts 
twelve generations down to and preceding Moeris, 
then seven, and then Sesostris following them as an 
eighth. Now, counting the generations as above, 
there are seven.from Urchozus to Konkharés: five 
more will complete the twelve down to and preceding 
Amósis. This last king appears thus to correspond 


7 & ORON STOLIARCHUM,” “Orus the STOLIARCH,” Excerpta 
Barbara, ap. Scalig. Thesaur. Temp. p. 74.—Compare the word 
ordAapxos, commander of an expedition, more especially of a naval 
one, but not exclusively so, since ordAos is used for either. 


Q 2 
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with the Moeris or Myris of Diodorus, twenty-first 
in the succession. The numbers seem to have been 
differently counted by different persons; for by some 
the period of the Shepherd dynasty has been simply 
thrown out of view, or passed over as not belonging 
to the reckoning of the native kings; or taken only 
as equivalent to the one native king whom they 
dethroned. On this principle Amésis would imme- 
diately follow Silités in the list: and accordingly he 
stands, under the name Ousé, as the seventeenth from 
Menés; while again on that principle, reckoning from 
Mizraim, Silitàs is the twenty-sixth, and Amósis 
would be twenty-seventh. Much confusion was 
introduced by these two different ways of counting 
respectively from Mizraim and from Menés; but 
Amósis is in truth the same with Ousé; and the 
latter name (perhaps only a clipped or abbreviated 
form of the same) is found in combination with 
Marés, Ousimarés; so that hence there may be no 
improbability that he had also the designation of 
Marés, Moeris, or Myris, as Diodorus gives it, for 
the associations of names are not casual, but run in 
families. He appears also to be the same with 
Moscheris, or Amósis Khzrés, the seventeenth in 
the list of Eratosthenes *. 

These things stand connected with the reign of 
Amósis, which we have not yet come to; but they 
are necessary to be noticed here because they also 
are intimately connected with the duration of the 
Shepherd dynasty. Roughly estimated, five gene- 
rations of Theban kings might be taken as equivalent 
to 150 years. And they are thus estimated in the 
words quoted above (pva’) ; but in Manetho’s general 
scheme, the duration of the dynasty is stated at forty 
years more than this, namely 190 years; at least he 

* See Appendix, Note A. 
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there assigns 190 years to the dynasty preceding the 
eighteenth, whether exclusively to the Shepherd 
dynasty, or rather to the Theban contemporary with 
it. His general preference is to count by native 
dynasties. His reckoning, however, had obviously 
varied in different places and in different copies of 
his works, by the inclusion or exclusion of a reign 
or two, or in some other way. Scaliger, indeed, 
expressly informs us that a dynasty which Eusebius 
numbers the sixteenth, but which seems rather to be 
the Theban dynasty contemporary with the Shep- 
herds, was stated in some copies at a duration of 
160 years, in others 190°. It is worthy of remark 
that the first occasion on which the Philistine Shep- 
herds are mentioned as having been met with by 
Abraham in Palestine, was the year before the birth 
of Isaac, when the bloom of her meridian beauty 
had just been restored to Sarah; and, as will after- 
wards appear, there are just 160 years from the 
birth of Isaac to the expulsion of the Shepherds by 
Amósis. It may also be worthy of remark, that 
190 years, counted back from their expulsion by 
Amósis, carry up to a date about two years after 
Abraham's departure with 'Terah, his father, from 
Ur of the Chaldees, and arrival at Haran. We shall 
afterwards show! that political events had occurred 
in the land of the Chaldees, and in other central 
parts of Asia about that time, which account for a 
wave of pastoral emigration rolling westward, and 
partially reaching Egypt, not improbably within two 
years, while Abraham remained at Haran. But 


* Euseb. * Chron." 1, ap. Sealig. Thesaur. Temp. p. 18, and 
Euseb. * Chron. Can." Lat. sub. init, Ibid. p. 57. Syncel. 
* Chronogr." p. 96. See the passage cited above, Chap. III. p. 83, 
note, with remarks there. 


' Below, Chap. XI. 
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they entered peacefully for refuge. Again, there is 
nothing improbable in the fact that the Philistine 
Shepherds began to make a gradual entrance into 
Egypt the year after Abraham first met with them 
in Palestine. The two numbers 190 and 160 are 
thus accounted for. It is recorded that the first 
entrance of the Shepherds into Egypt was peaceful ; 
their encroachment gradual. Their forcible seizure 
and tenure of the sovereignty of Lower Egypt did 
not last nearly 160 years. Eusebius in his ‘‘ Chro- 
nicus Canon,” according to Jerome, makes it 103: 
it was strictly 88. The Shepherds of the Seven- 
teenth Dynasty? held power in Lower Egypt con- 
temporaneously with the Thebans of the Sixteenth 
in the upper country, as we are told: and this 
interlacing of their periods prevents us from so 
perfectly extricating the details of the measured 
time. The years of the Shepherd kings, six in 
number in the list of them now found in the text of 
Josephus, do not accord; but the duration of the 
four Shepherd kings in that list which passes under 
the name of Eusebius, if modified by comparison 
with Josephus (c. Apion. i. 14), may be reconcilable 
with the general measure of the time from the 
entrance of the Philistine tribe into Palestine è. In 

* The Scholiast on the Timzus of Plato (Opp. ed. Valpy, vol. 
ix., Schol. p. 90) counts the Shepherd dynasty the seventeenth. 
As to the date of the Scholiast himself, as he cites Proclus, who 
died A.p. 485, he probably lived between that time and the edict 


of Justinian, which imposed silence on the schools of Athens 
forty-four years afterwards. Gibbon, Rom. Emp. 


? Zatmns ém O . . . 19 
"Avüv » py (read uà) . à ‘ . 44 
"Adugis ,, Ó (read £89) . ; : . 64 
"AvxXjs 4, X' (read 'Asaxvás, As") : . 86 


ô o® éry pý (corrige py’) 163 
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the measurement of the periods in different places, 
even of the same authors, there is a variation within 
approximate limits, as if the dates and measurements 
might have been taken at different times, in reference 
to different stages of the events. It seems also im- 
possible to acquit Manetho of wavering and uncer- 
tainty in his statements, as regards the Shepherd 
period of the history, We have not, indeed, the 
details of his history sufficiently to compare with his 
general scheme; nor can we be surprised that, in 
the absence of these, we are unable to obtain from 
that general scheme more than the most general 
results. But there is considerable indication of 
confusion and uncertainty having existed in the 
mind of Manetho between the earlier Shepherds and 
the Israelites; and this tendency may have been 
increased by the fact of a renewed invasion of Egypt 
by the Philistine Amalekite Shepherds having oc- 
curred in the minority of Sesostris, during part of 
the time when the Israelites were in Egypt. Thus 
we find Josephus (c. Apion. i. 26, 1. 2) affirming 
Manetho to have said that the Jews (but he speaks 
here manifestly by confusion of the earlier Shepherds) 
departed out of Egypt in the reign of Tethmósis; 
and he makes a further confusion apparently of the 
date of the expulsion with the date of the entrance of 
these earlier Shepherds, when he says it was three 
hundred and ninety-three years before Danaus fled 
to Argos. The date here indicated must be the 
beginning of the violent domination of the Shepherds, 
not their expulsion, unless Manetho had reference to 
a previous attempt at expulsion, short-lived, and 
which only provoked their more vengeful and de- ` 
structive return ; for the 393 years, together with 
the reigns of Sesostris I. and II. (59 + 66 years), 





232 CATALOGUE OF KINGS.—PART I. [CHAP. VII. 


are expressly given, to make up the sum of 518 
years ; which, it may be observed in the sixteenth 
of the dynastic lists ascribed to Africanus, are 
assigned as the duration of the dominion or occu- 
pancy of the Shepherds. The same computation 
may seem to be at the root of the statement, which 
assigns the duration of 511 years to their reign ; the 
difference of the two implying only an interval of 
seven years besides, as having broken the continuity 
of the time in the 518 years of Shepherd occupancy. 
But if the 511 and the 518 years are to be taken as 
terminating at the same date, it will be found that 
they do not allow so long a period as 190 or 160 
years for the violent Shepherd occupation of Egypt, 
but only 88 down to their expulsion by Amósis, 
because the 518 years measure down to the death of 
Sesostris II., and the Exodus of Israel under his 
successor, which immediately followed. 

In regard to these long measurements, we shall 
have some remarks to offer afterwards, when other 
evidence is before us. It wil be found that they 
include the time of the Israelites in Egypt, and go 
distinctly towards proving the full period of four 
hundred years for the sojourning of Israel in Egypt, 
onward to the Exodus under Moses (compare Gen. 
xv. 183; Exod. xi. 40; Acts vi. 6; Gal. ii. 17). 
With that question, or with Josephus's unsettled view 
of it (** Antiq." i1. 15, eontrary to ** Antiq." ii. 9), we 
are not at present concerned. There seems, indeed, 
no sufficient reason to take the passage of the 
Epistle to the Galatians (ch. iii.) otherwise than in 
agreement with Exod. xii. 40. But the object before 
us is to ascertain as far as possible what Manetho’s 
chronology really was, not whether it was right. 
The point, however, is worthy to be remembered, 
and we'shall afterwards recur to it. 
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We have seen from the fragments of Chaldean 
history, transmitted by Abydenus and Apollodorus 
after Berosus, that the Shepherd dynasty established 
itself at Babylon, and maintained its ground there 
for some reigns later than the date of its expulsion 
from Egypt by Amésis. The wave, in short, rolled, 
as has been shown, from the far north-east, even 
from Bactria. During the continuance of the 
dynasty at Babylon, four expeditions, naval and 
military, whether national or piratical, were directed 
against it, by the way of the Persian Gulf; the 
leaders of which, in the terrors of the people, and 
the wonder-loving traditions of their children, were 
regarded as strange amphibious creatures, on land 
by day, retiring to the sea at night. Thus Aby- 
denus, after mentioning, among the sovereigns of 
Babylon, Dads, the Shepherd, adds these words,— 
èp ob 8’ diduels eis ynv êk Oartdoons avédvoay, dv Ta 
évépata Tadra, Evédwxos, Evev-yapos, EvdBovdos, Avy- 


pevros*. The appellation of dudujs is found applied . 


also to Cecrops, and some others. These four 
remarkable invasions seem probably to indicate that 
a succession of Shepherd sovereigns, or at least 
more than a single reign, is included under the name 
of Dads the Shepherd, at Babylon. If we compare 
the name Dads or Dadn with Philistine names, it 
may suggest “ Dagon,” with a different spelling 
only, assuming the g to have originally represented 
a letter sometimes so pronounced, sometimes quies- 
cent, such as y in Hebrew. 

Of the other kings who are mentioned in this 
Shepherd dynasty, Ianias I suspect to be not a king 
at all, but the celebrated chief magician who is 
mentioned together with Jambres; and if so, he 
belongs to the period of the powerful kings of the 

t Euseb. “ Chron.” i. Gr., p. 5, ap. Scalig. Thesaur. Toig: 
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eighteenth dynasty, during the sojourn of the 
Israelites in Egypt, and at the close of it. The fact 
that so many writers have confounded the Shepherd 
dynasty with the Israelites, makes it credible that a 
person, remarkable in the period of the latter, might 
be erroneously inserted in the period of the former. 
And Ianias is only found in one of the lists, namely, 
that of Josephus, by whom that confusion of the 
Shepherds with the Israelites was certainly fallen 
into. Assis and Aser may be Theban kings; the 
former, like Ousê, a clipped form or portion of the 
same name with Amósis, Ámásis, Amesses, and 
Rhamesses : the other identical or at least liable to 
be confounded with Sethós, only with prefix. It is 
said of Aseth by Eusebius, that in his reign the calf 
was deified and called Apis. The worship of the 
calf seems unlikely to have been introduced by 
Shepherds; and if it had been introduced by men 
who were so had in abomination by the Egyptians, 
.we might have expected it to have been expelled 
along with them. Moreover, if the Shepherds were 
of the same people with the Philistines, we do not 
seem to find that worship existing among them. 
Again, compare also what is said as to this worship 
in the reign of Kods, Katé-Khés, or Kem-Khés 
(Dyn. 2.), that “Apis and Mnevis, and also the 
Mendesian goat, were recognized as gods in his 
reign:" óre kai ó “Ams, Kat 6 Mvedis, dà Kai o 
Mevójavos tpdyos, Ücoi évoia0noav?. The worship 
. of Apis was connected with the belief of the trans- 
migration of souls, especially of Osiris®.  Aseth, 
whom Eusebius places thirty-second from Mizraim, 
is also said to have added to the year the five days 


5 Vid. ap. Scalig. “ Thesaur. Temp.” Gr., pp. 14 and 341. 
j Diodor. i. 85. 
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called the Hpagomene ; which are over the round 
number of the 360 days, at which the year had pre- 
viously been estimated. (Euseb. ** Chron." i., Scalig. 
“Thesaur. Temp.” p. 23.) This was the act of a Sophi 
or Philosopher,—not, we should suppose, of a calf- 
worshipper, wereit not for the attested connexion of 
that worship with the Oriental philosophical doctrine 
of the metempsychosis. It calls to mind, not ob- 
scurely, the golden circle divided into 365 equal 
parts, to represent the days of the year, which was 
in the tomb of Osymandyas, also called Memnon 
and Sesostris, or Sethôsis, and Sethôs, as by Josephus. 
It agrees also with what an ancient Scholiast tells 
us of the oath taken by the kings, in the temple of 
Apis, to maintain unaltered the year of 365 days; in 
which a connexion of the worship of Apis, with the 
introduction of the five days called Epagomena, 
appears very strikingly. The passage of the Scholiast 
referred to, descriptive of the inauguration of their 
kings, which Diodorus tells us took place in the 
temple of Apis’, is given by Jablonski as follows. 
* [n templo Ægypti Memphi, mos fuit solio regio 
decorari reges, satis religiose tunicati: et tauro, 
quem Apim appellant, jugum portare fas erat, .... 
et per vieum unum duci. Deducitur autem a sacer- 
dote Isidis, in locum qui nominatur Ádytos, et jure- 
jurando adigitur, neque mensem, neque diem inter- 
calandum, quem in festum diem immutarent, sed 
CCOLXV dies peraeturos, sicut institutum est ab 
antiquis *." 

The Scholiast on Plato informs us that the intro- 


' In H. Valesii * Excerptis," p. 354, cited by Jablonski. 

* * Seholiastes Germanici in Aratea," p. 120, edit. Sant-Andr. 
de A. 1583, cited by Jablonski, “ Panth. Agypt.” lib. iv. c. 2, 
p. 210. Apis seems here to be called ** ZEgyptus." 
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duction of the year of 365 days was ascribed by 
Manetho to the first king of the Shepherd dynasty, 
Saités. But in his statement itis mixed up with the 
conversion of the lunar month into a calendar month 
of thirty days, by the addition of twelve hours to 
every month, giving in the first instance twelve 
months of thirty days each, in all 360 days. We 
know that a year of that measure was in use for some 
time. These therefore are two very different stages of 
progress, which appear to be here run together into 
one?. This mistake may have been gone into by 
Manetho, as the Schohast asserts; and if so, it 
agrees with his having in his general scheme placed 
the commencement of the Canicular Cycle at the 
beginning of the seventeenth dynasty, and may 
furnish a clue to unravel some inconsistency and 
perplexity in his treatment of the history and 
chronology to the extent to which they may be 
dependent on it. Probably both are in some degree 
the result of his having fallen into some confusion 
of the Israelites with the earlier Shepherds. 

As however the determination of the date of the 
introduction of the Egyptian year of 365 days, 
together with the Canicular Cycle, is of great im- 
portance to chronology, and requires a special treat- 
ment, depending much upon simple numerical con- 
siderations and facts of nature, it is desirable to 
assign it a distinct Chapter. 


° “O à Xaírgs mpooéÓnke TO pyvi ðpas i, ws elvat nuepov À' kal 
TO eviavTa Huépas s (€ ?), kal yéyovev Tepüv tÉ. Schol. “in 
Plat. Timæum,” p. 91, Plat. Opp., ed. Valpy, vol. ix. 





CHAPTER VIII. 


CALCULATION OF THE DATE OF THE LEGALIZED INTRODUCTION OF 
THE EGYPTIAN YEAR OF 365 DAYS, TOGETHER WITH ITS SOTHIC 
CYCLE, BY THE RETROGRESSION OF THE THOTH, WITH COL- 
LATERAL EVIDENCE; AFFORDING AN APPROXIMATE DEMON- 
STRATION OF THE DATE OF THE GOLDEN CIRCLE OF OSYMANDYAS 
OR SESOSTRIS. 


HE date of the legalized introduction of the year 

of 365 days, which is of primary importance 

to historical chronology, admits of being calculated ; 
but, though the principles on which this may be 
done have been long ago pointed out, there has been 
failure hitherto in their application, owing to certain 
demonstrable errors in the data which have been 
conventionally admitted. Sir Isaac Newton has 
suggested that as the Golden Circle in the tomb of 
Osymandyas was divided into 365 days, each of the 
divisions also having the heliacal risings and settings 
of the stars on that day noted upon it, it may be 
concluded thence that it was that king, also called : 
Amenophis and Memnon, who established this year, 
fixing the beginning of it to one of the four cardinal 
points. The Golden Circle was carried away by. 
Cambyses, and its direct evidence as to the position 
of the commencing Thoth, or first day of the first 
month of the moving Egyptian year, is thus lost. 
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The year of 365 days, with its cycle of revolution, 
owed its scientific origin to Thoth or Hermes, and 
had been in use among the learned and scientific for 
a short time before the accession of the king, in 
whose tomb, prepared by himself in his lifetime, the 
Golden Circle was placed ; but its appropriation as 
a monument of this king certainly indicates that it 
was from him that it received its legal sanction and 
public establishment. And at the time when the 
year was thus publicly sanctioned and instituted 
by authority it is reasonable to assume that the 
first day of the first month, called Thoth after the 
scientific author of that new reckoning, must have 
been placed in coincidence with one of the equinoxes 
or one of the solstices. 

Now it was computed by Sir Isaac Newton that 
the Thoth corresponded to the vernal equinox in the 
year B.c. 884, a hundred and thirty-seven years before 
the era of Nabonassar; which is assuming that era 
to have commenced on the 26th of February (Julian 
time) B.c. 747, “thirty-three days and five hours 
before the vernal equinox.” On this ground partly, 
Sir Isaac chose the year B.c. 884 for the date of the 
death of Osymandyas, otherwise called Memnon or 
Amenophis!; but in so doing he shortened the 
chronology beyond what any one would defend. 
There is no special reason why we should fix upon the 
vernal rather than the autumnal equinox; and indeed 
Sir Isaac only says that ‘‘they might place the 
beginning of this new year upon the vernal equinox.” 
If, on the other hand, we take the autumnal equinox 
(and we know historically that the civil year, which 
the Israelites used in Egypt, and no doubt in common 


! Sir I. Newton, ** Chron." p. 31, and pp. 80, 81. The reader 
may here refer to Chap. II., above, pp. 45—48, No. VI. VII. VIII. 
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with the natives, began in the autumn’; Exod. xxii. 
16, xu. 2, Levit. xxi. 34), then, still calculating 
back, the Thoth would be theoretically in correspon- 
dence with the autumnal equinox, say half a Cani- 
cular Cycle (730 years) earlier, which would bring 
it to about B.c. 1614: but this is supposing, as before, 
that the date above assumed for the era of Nabonassar 
was correct. I have reason to think that it is not 
correct, but has been assumed on insufficient grounds, 
and that the date to which the calculation ought to 
conduct was the 20th, not the 26th of February, s.c. 
747, the exact era having apparently been fixed by 
the Alexandrian Astronomers by calculating back 
from the great eclipse of 28th May, s.c. 585, nine 
measures of the Saros or Chaldean Cycle of eclipses. 
This gives the 20th of February, B.c. 747, Julian time, 
which would be thirty-nine days and twelve hours 
before the vernal equinox. 

When I first arrived at this discovery by means of 
the Chaldean Cycle of eclipses’, I did not at once 
perceive to the full extent its extreme value, nor the 
important and decisive- consequences involved in it 
to remoter chronology. I may therefore be per- 
mitted briefly to refer to the subject, because the 
difference of six days and a few hours here gives rise 
to a considerable difference in the number of years 
to be computed back from that date; for every one 
of those days makes the difference of a quadrennial 
period in counting backwards, sjnce it affects to 
that extent the time when the Thoth of the Egyp- 
tian year coincided with the vernal equinox. 

* The Nile’s inundation is said to be at its height at the 
autumnal equinox, which might afford a reason among others for 
taking the commencement of the year at first from that point. 


* “Jsaiah’s Testimony for Jesus,” Appendix, pp. 503—505, 604 
—606, and ** Shadow on the Sundial," p. 5. 
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Now, as far as I am aware, there is no ground for 
the date, as regards the day of month, which has 
passed current for the commencing era of Nabonassar 
except a statement of Censorinus, according to which 
the 984th annual recurrence of the Thoth or opening 
day of the first month of that era fell upon the 
seventh day before the Kalends of July (that is 
the 25th of June) in the year of the Consulship of 
Ulpius and Pontianus, in which he was writing (A.D. 
238). Counting back thence for the Egyptian year 
the omitted intercalary days of the Julian year, 
which in the space of 984 years would amount to 
246, we are brought to the 26th of February, 
thus :— 


Of June . (remaining) 5 days. 


Sy ULV. x- eoe es . ol ,, 
» August . . . . . 3l ,, 
» September . . 30 ,, 
», October . 31 , 
» November EU we 0. ou 
» December . . . . 31 , 
» January .. . . . 81 ,, 
» February . . . . 26 ,, 
246 


But Censorinus counted, for the century preceding 
hisown, twenty-six intercalary days, instead of twenty- 
five, as there would be according to the Julian year. 
This shows that he was working with other measures 
of the year besides the Julian and the Egyptian, 
and in fact that he was counting by the sidereal year. 
The Astronomer Ptolemy also is known to have 
computed the grand revolution of the Egyptian year 
not by comparison with the Julian year, but by the 
solar year, and according to a measure of it very 
nearly in agreement with that of Hipparchus, but 
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erring a little further from the truth; for he took 
the cycle of the grand revolution of the Egyptian 
year as equivalent to 1476 of those solar years‘, 
which would be the case if the solar year were 
assumed to consist of 365 days, 5 hours, 56 minutes, 
5 seconds *. Clearly therefore, on the showing both 
of Censorinus and of Ptolemy, it was a sufficiently 
palpable error to count back the commencing date of 
the era of Nabonassar by the intercalary days of the 
Julian year. 

The Julian year is nearly in the mean between the 
solar year and the sidereal. In the calculation of 
the solar year in the Gregorian calendar, we omit 
one of the quadrennial intercalations (in other 
words, one leap year) in the century, three centuries 
out of four. For the calculation of the sidereal 
year, on the contrary, it would be necessary to insert 
one more intercalary day in the century, in two 
centuries out of three, A century of solar years 
has ordinarily only twenty-four intercalary days; a 


* Tas pevrot dad THs TeAcurns Ade~dvdpov yndodopias trav dorépwy 
6 airés’ piidcodos [THroAcuaios] év mpoxelpos xavdow avos’ èrôv 
mepióðwv, Aro atroxaragtace: Aiyurriaxod évds Erous éf€ero. Syncel. 
* Chronogr." ed. Dindorf, vol. i. p. 389. 

5 Hipparchus's measure of the solar year is stated to have 
been 365d. 5h. 55m. 12s, which is 53 seconds shorter than. 
Ptolemy's, and so much nearer to the truth.  Consistently with 
his error in elongating the year of Hipparchus, already too long, 
Ptolemy diminished the quantity which Hipparchus had assigned 
for the annual recession of the equinoctial points, though already 
estimated too low. For Hipparchus had made it one degree in 
seventy-five years, but Ptolemy reduced it to one degree in ninety 
years. Astronomy was retrograding in these practical points, as 
it had also prodigiously retrograded in the theory of the solar 
system from the view of it received and obscurely taught by 
Pythagoras, and revived after dreary ages of darkness by Coper- 
nicus. 
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century of sidereal years would ordinarily have 
twenty-six. The respective measures of the several 
years are as follows :— 


The Solar year according to Newton, 865 days, 5 hours, 48 min., 57 sec.® 
The Sidereal according to Ferguson, 365 „ 6 ,„ 9 , 14i, 
The Julian ycar 365 » 6 3 — y — 0» 
The Egyptian year 865 5» — 3 — y — 0» 


It appears to me then that, as in his computation 
Censorinus was dealing with a question ostensibly 
connected with the rising of the star Sothis, he took 
the sidereal, not the Julian, year to compare with the 
Egyptian, and consequently assigned twenty-six 
intercalary days to the century, as has been men- 
tioned. Now in calculating back, the 26th of Feb- 
ruary by the sidereal year would correspond not to 
the 26th but the 20th of February Julian time; for 
in the space of 984 Egyptian years, the sum of 983 


* According to Lacaille, 365d. 5h. 48m. 49s.  * Encycl. 
Brit," edit. vii, Art. * Astron." vol. iii. p. 725. In the same 
article, both in the seventh and eighth editions, the measure of 
the year is given 365d. 5h. 48m. 49:62s. According to Dr. 
Colenso's statement, the odd number of seconds is 513 ; according 
to Lalande and Bailly, 45 or 43 seconds; according to Norisius, 
48 seconds (for the three last, see Clinton, ** Fasti Hellen." iii. 
567). Mr. Denison, in his little popular work on Astronomy, 
tells us that the English astronomers have now settled the year 
to be 865d. 5h. 48m. 474s. In the same place he gives the 
sidereal year 365:2563 days. Hansen gives the solar or tropical 
year 365d. 5h. 48m. 46:15s. The tropical year, being affected 
by the precession of the equinoxes, is subject to an inequality, and, 
according to the theory of Lagrange, is shorter at the present time 
by 40°5 seconds than it was B.c. 3102 (“ Encycl. Brit.,” edit. vii., 
Astron.). A lower estimate of this variation in the length of the 
year was formed by Laplace, according to which it is now not 9 
or 10 seconds (as Lagrange), but about 4:2 seconds shorter than 
about the time of Hipparchus. It may be prudent to consider 
these last conclusions as still awaiting confirmation from experi- 
ence. 
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sidereal years would exceed the sum of so many Julian 
by six days, seven hours, twenty-four minutes, thirty- 
three and a half seconds: and the date by the sidereal 
year would be carried so much further back. 

We can scarcely too highly appreciate the singular 
value of the fact thus brought to light respecting 
the computation of Censorinus, and the era of 
Nabonassar. Manifestly since the Julian year is in 
the mean between the solar and sidereal, and its 
difference from the solar is even greater than from 
the sidereal, the same accuracy of observation which 
detected the latter cannot be supposed to have over- 
looked the former. The precise measure of the solar 
year, as we now have it, might not have been reached. 
The Julian year was taken as very nearly the exact 
mean between the two years; estimating the defect 
of the solar year as compared with the Julian about 
equal to the ezcess of the sidereal. The fact that that 
allowance of six days is the difference between the 
date of the era of Nabonassar as found by the Saros 
or cycle of eclipses—the 20th February (Julian)— 
and the date 26th February, which in modern times 
has been calculated for it by the omitted intercalary 
days of the Julian year, is thus explained ; and it 
indicates what it was which constituted the reign of 
Nabonassar an era to the astronomers. It was the 
recognition of the divergence of the solar and the 
sidereal year, on the one side and on the other re- 
spectively, from the mean measure of 3651 days, 
which is adopted in the Julian year, but which many 
ages before Julius Cesar was made the basis of the 
Canicular Cycle. Apart from this the era of Nabo- 
nassar would have been to the astronomers no era at 
all, but simply a continuation of the old Egyptian 
year and cycle. And yet it was chiefly, nay 
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exclusively, the astronomers who accounted it an era’. 
The Egyptian years were continued in it, at the same 
measure as before, namely 365 days each; but the 
truer proportionate value of these years in com- 
parison with the solar and sidereal years had come 
to be understood. With the Julian year, as such, 
that era had nothing to do; though it had to do 
with the Canicular Cycle, which had probably been 
directly instrumental to the discovery of the diver- 
gence of the two years in the currency of its long 
period. In their calculations this divergence would 
be allowed for after the era of its discovery, which 
is assigned by the astronomers of Alexandria to the 
reign of Nabonassar. In corroboration of this view, 
we shall presently refer to an incidental statement 
of the late Professor Robison of the University of 
Edinburgh, a man of the highest scientific and lite- 
rary attainments; but it is necessary at present, for 
the sake of preserving the connexion of the train of 
thought, to assume it as granted that it is as has 
been stated. 

Taking then these facts into account, and placing 
the Thoth of the era of Nabonassar as it was really 
calculated by the Alexandrian philosophers, on the 
20th of February (Julian time) B.c. 747, which is 


7 « Nunquam enim Ægyptii annos suos populares a Thoth 
. Nabonassari numerarunt: sed soli astrologi Ægyptii ea epocha 
usi sunt, propter Chaldzos, qui longissimi temporis observationes 
suas ab initio Nabonassari repetebant. . . . Omnino scias epo- 
cham Nabonassari nunquam in usum popularem ZEgyptiis re- 
ceptam fuisse quum Nabonassar nunquam ipsis imperaverit sed 
tantum ab astronomis usurpatum fuisse ut eorum yy$oóopía, cur 
Chaldaica conveniret." Scalig. Canon. Isagog. lib. iii. p. 290, 
in fine Thesaur. Temp. It may be added, however, that the era 
of Nabonassar is not actually found used by any except Egyptian 
Astronomers, and that the year used in it is the Egyptian year. 
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thirty-nine days and nineteen hours before the vernal 
equinox; and reckoning back thence by the retro- 
gression of the Egyptian year as compared with the 
solar, the date at which the Egyptian Thoth corre- 
sponded with the vernal equinox would be B.c. 911; 
and, reckoning still further back half a Canicular 
Cycle, the date at which it corresponded nominally 
with the autumnal equinox would be estimated 
about B.c. 1641, instead of the figures formerly 
obtained. There is an error involved in this, 
besides the error of the cycle; because it is assuming 
that the equinoxes bisect the year, which they do not 
exactly. But I am desirous to lead my reader on by 
those steps of approximation, which enable us to 
take up at each step the ancient computation which 
seems to have been basedon it. To count back half 
a Canicular Cycle from the vernal equinox s.c. 911, 
when the Thoth of the Egyptian year was understood 
to be in accordance with that equinox, was a natural 
and probable reckoning for the ancients generally 


back to the date of its coinciding with the autumnal - 


equinox. The unequal division of the year by the 


equinoxes was less generally known then than now; . 


and though in the course of the year, the sun is 7% 
days longer in the northern hemisphere than in the 
southern, yet even now this inequality is not known 
or adverted to by the great majority of people. The 
most natural computation then was half a Canicular 
Cycle back from s.c. 911, which conducts to B.c. 
1641, as has been stated. Now it is worthy of 
remark that the year last named is the year preceding 
that in which the Septuagint, according to Mr. Cun- 
ninghame, places God's appearance to Moses in the 
burning bush ; and consequently, on this reckoning, 
it was the last year of the Egyptian king whose 
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death is recorded in the second chapter of Exodus. 
This may be considered as indicating that in the judg- 
ment of the translators that king was Osymandyas, 
and the same with Sesostris the Great. But if, in 
the adapting of their chronology, these translators 
computed in this instance from the Egyptian year 
as compared with the Canicular Cycle, on the same 
principle by which we have now arrived at the same 
date as the time of the legal and public institution 
of the year of 365 days, then manifestly it is open 
to the question whether the date so arrived at be 
that of the death of Osymandyas, and not much 
rather of his triumphant return after his conquests ; 
or else, before his expeditions, the date of his public 
authorization of the reform of the calendar ; or even, 
as some might take it, the date of his birth, fixed 
upon as a landmark of time by the distinguished 
contemporary philosopher Thoth or Hermes, who 
first introduced the year of that measure, and has 
given his name to its commencement. If any of 
these be the case, then the Septuagint translators 
have doubtless erred in placing the death of Sesostris 
too far back: for the life of Sesostris spanned a 
whole century, and Thoth was probably his senior, 
perhaps his guardian and tutor. Still more would 
the Septuagint be in error as to the date of the 
Exodus, if there was another long reign, which in- 
tervened between the death of Sesostris the Great 
and the date of the Exodus of Israel; and this ac- 
cording to Manetho distinctly appears to have been 
the fact. Thus these translators have apparently 
confounded Sesostris I. and Sesostris II., as one; 
a mistake which was certainly committed by some 
others. Manetho’s computation, we shall find, 
affords a means of comparison between the Septuagint 
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and Hebrew dates; and it tends to bring the death 
of Sesostris II. considerably nearer to the Hebrew 
date of the Exodus. Plainly the date of the golden 
circle, and the year as represented on it, ought not 
to be considered as corresponding to the death of 
Sesostris the Great, for if the Thoth of the Egyptian 
year had exactly corresponded with the autumnal 
equinox at the date of his death, then it would not 
correspond with the equinox at the time when he may 
be supposed to have introduced the year. The use 
of that year must have been introduced therefore in 
some previous reign, when it quadrated with one of 
the cardinal points, and if so we must go back till 
its commencement quadrates with the winter solstice, 
which, reckoning roughly by the Canicular Cycle, 
would be B.c. 2006. But in this case the appropriate- 
ness of the Golden Circle of the year to be the 
monument of Osymandyas would entirely disappear. 
That is an alternative not to be chosen. 

We have an obscure statement preserved to us by 
Clement of Alexandria, which, if it be derived ulti- 
mately from Manetho, may be understood, by com- 
parison with the statements from that author 
furnished by Josephus, to mean that the Sothic or 
Canicular Cycle was introduced before the time of 
Moses' leaving Egypt, in whose days it was in use; 
but three hundred and forty-five years later than the 
previous exodus in the time of Inachus*; referring 


e " AvoÜev otv. àró Mwoéws avvayáyopev Tiv ka. "EAXqvas xpovo- 
ypodíav: ámó ris Meaéus yevérews èri tiv ef Aiydrrou tov ‘Tovdaiwy 
eLodov érn óyBoxkovra, kal Tà uéxpu Tfjs TeXevrijs avroU GAÀa. reaca- 
pákovra. yiveras 3) &£o8os [5] xarà "Ivaxov, vpàó rs Xo- 
Oaks mepióðov e€eXOdvros am Alyímrov Moaéos, erect 
TpóTepov Tplakogiots TreocapakovraTévT€ amo dé THs 
[Mocéos] crpargyías [xoi] "Iváyov rì tov [Aevxadiwvos] kara- 
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no doubt to the exodus of the Shepherds. From 
whom it was that Clement took this statement is 
not expressly mentioned by him; but he gives it in 
passing from the chronology of the Hebrews to 
that of the Greeks, and he names in the same passage 
no other Greek authorities but Thrasyllus and Era- 
tosthenes. Most probably it was mediately from the 
last of these, to whom he presently after returns, 
after quoting one or two intervening statements 
from Thrasyllus; but ultimately it may rest on the 
authority of Manetho, and certainly it was not 
Clement's own, for it does not appear that either he 
or his immediate authority understood its true 
import, for he himself confounds the exodus of 
Inachus with that of Israel. Its rendering may be 
this: ** The exodus in the time of Inachus took place 
before the Sothic period in which Moses departed 
from Egypt, being earlier by three hundred and 
forty-five years." There is no doubt an ambiguity ; 
but the same apparently intentional ambiguity was 
found by Josephus in Manetho, between the Hyksos 
Shepherds and the Israelites’. The dates and com- 


kAvopov, [ryv Sevrépav Aéye émopf)píav, kai émi tov Padfovros 
éumpnopov, & 89 ovpBaiver xara Kpóremov,] yeveai reocapáxovra. 
(sic), dpvOpotvra. eis pévrot Ta Exarov črn, Tpeis éykaraAéyovrat 
yeveai. Clem. Alex. “Strom.” i. p. 335, ed. fol. Par. 1641. In 
Mueller’s Fragmenta Hist. Gr. iii. 503, this passage is ascribed to 
Thrasyllus; and the reading reccapáxovra, where I have noted it, 
is altered to récaapes, a8 in the Latin version, without any autho- 
rity except arbitrary conjecture by way of amendment. Of the 
words bracketed by me in the extract as here given, the first (7) 
is suggested as probably an omission to be supplied; the others 
as interpolations on the sense to be rejected, conveying only the 
gloss of the writers by whom and from whom it had been quoted, 
and notably showing Clement’s own confused misunderstanding of 
‘he statement. 

* Josephus, “c. Apion.” 1.14.26. The ambiguity and hesitation 


E — cd" ac 7 





CHAP. VIII.] ERA OF THE EGYPTIAN YEAR AND CYCLE. 249 


putations of time for Inachus and Moses, of which 
several are given in the same page of Clement, and 
afterwards in page 341, may serve to show how much 
mistake and confusion have been created by treating 
them as contemporaries. But the forty generations 
measured from Inachus in the passage as quoted in 
the note above, will reach back to one reckoning of 
the flood, not, as Clement supposes, of Deucalion, but 
of Noah, and will reasonably well agree with the 
placing of Inachus 345 years before Moses was born. 
That the Exodus of Israel did not take place in the 
time of Inachus, is expressly attested by the general 
concurrence of historians. ‘ All the historians,” 
says Syncellus, ‘‘ both they of the circumcision and 
they of grace,—Josephus and Justus, Clement the 
sacred Miscellanist, and Tatian, and Africanus,— 
agree that Moses was born under Inachus, and 
flourished in the time of Phoroneus, son of Inachus 
and Niobe, and led the Exodus of Israel from Egypt 
in the time of Apis; adducing their proofs from the 
historical writers in repute among the Greeks !." 
He mentions Eusebius as alone differing. But 
Syncellus is certainly in error in supposing that 
Moses was even born in the time of Inachus, and 
Eusebius was as certainly in the right when he 
wrote, ** But let any one compute as he will, and he 
will find that in the time of Inachus, who they say 
was the first who reigned at Argos, lived the 
patriarch of the Hebrews, Israel; from whom the 
twelve tribes of the Jews have acquired the appella- 


of Manetho will be found strongly illustrated in the second of the 
passages cited. The subject will be further noticed in the 
General Remarks in the tenth Chapter. 

* Syncel. ** Chronogr." ed. Dindorf, vol. i. p. 228. 
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tion of Israel *." "Taking the passage then in con- 
nexion with the other evidence, it is consistent with 
the fact that the golden circle was erected in the 
former half of the long reign of Sesostris the Great, 
just after his return from his conquests, and under 
his own direction : and that the year represented on 
it was ih correspondence with his birth, or the 
commencement of his expeditions, or the summit of 
his glory, but not with the period of his death. 
From comparison with data furnished by Manetho, 
his return from his conquests appears to have been 
at the close of the forty-first year of his life, after 
which he reigned fifty-nine years, and his son sixty- 
six years, giving thus an interval of 125 years to 
the manifestation of God to Moses in the burning 
bush. | 

It is necessary before leaving this part of the 
subject, to observe, that, as our calculation for the 
period extending back from the year B.c. 911 has 
been made by the year of 365} days, afterwards 
called the Julian year (as it was also most probably 
by the exactly equivalent value of the year implied 
in the Canicular Cycle, that the Septuagint trans- 
lators calculated to the same time), the date so 
arrived at is not that in which the Thoth of the 
Egyptian year would actually coincide with the 
autumnal equinox; but an allowance must be made 
on account of the shorter measure of the true solar 
year, which would carry the date a quarter of a 
century further back, if we calculate by the measure 


? « Verum utcumque quis volet, computet, et reperiet Inachi 
temporibus, quem primum Argis regnasse aiunt, patriarcham 
Hebrzeorum fuisse Isradlem ; a quo duodecim Judaeorum tribus 
Israélis vocabulum sortite sunt." Euseb. * Chron. Can.," Proc- 
mium, ap. Sealig. ** Thesaur. Temp." p. 54. 
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of the year used by Sir Isaac Newton. For it would 
take so many more solar than Julian years to make 
up, by the sum of their annual differences from the 
Egyptian year, the requisite retrogression of the 
Thoth of the latter. This, neglecting for the 
present another necessary correction, would con- 
duct us to the autumnal equinox B.c. 1663, as the 
lowest limit, and would allow the range of other 
three years within the same quadrenpial period, 
during which the equinox would occur on the same 
day, thus carrying on to B.c. 1666; which is one of 
two alternative dates apparently used by Manetho. 
The other alternative date used by him is B.c. 1670. 
The estimate of the solar year used by Newton is 
longer than the exact measure of it settled upon by 
astronomers in the present age *, and even longer, 
perhaps, than the true year in those ancient times. 
Nevertheless, the ancient scientific estimate of the 
solar year, used by the Egyptian astronomers and 
priests, was not shorter than that used by Sir Isaac, 
but longer, it seems, by fourteen seconds, as we 
shall find ; and, therefore, Manetho could not by this 
process compute to a higher date than 1666. Yet 
he appears to have allowed himself the latitude of 
another quadrennial period; and if so, these addi- 
tional four years involved in his alternative date, B.c. 
1670, may need a different explanation. But, not 
to encumber ourselves at present with that minute 
inquiry, I simply give both these alternative dates 
of his ; asit will be found that they are both necessary 
to the resolving of his chronology. 

Suffice it here to observe, that if, at the first, 
the commencing day of Thoth was placéd on the 
first day after the equinox, and the reckoning was 

* See above, p. 242, note. 
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taken thence, that would have the effect of bringing 
another quadrennial period into the computation. 
So simple and probable a circumstance might serve 
to carry the date of the legalized introduction of the 
Egyptian year in the calculation of Manetho back 
to the year B.c. 1670. 

But these dates of his are only approximate; 
because, while the computation on which they are 
obtained corrects the error involved in the Julian 
measure of the year, and in the Canicular Cycle 
constructed in correspondence with it, it does not 
correct the error indicated as involved in the assump- 
tion that the equinoxes bisect the year. Reckoning 
back by the summer months through which the 
regression of the Thoth had passed, there were 34 
days more than the exact half of the year; and 
these in the regression of the Thoth, at the rate of a 
day every four years, are equivalent to 151 years, 
which would carry the time back from B.c. 1670 
into B.C. 1685. Manetho did not advert to nor 
correct that error; and therefore it was necessary 
for us to defer correcting it till his two approximate 
dates, above mentioned, had been noticed and com- 
pared with the computation, and their real coinci- 
dence with it shown. 

But I must now ask my reader to consider a 
process by which I have obtained another limit, 
based not on the regression of the Thoth of the 
Egyptian year, but on the Canicular Cycle which 
was introduced in conjunction with that measure of 
the year. We shall then be able to compare the 
result thence obtained with those which we have 
just arrivéd at, as well as with Manetho’s approxi- 
mate date of the Canicular Cycle, and with another 
historical date of it from Tacitus; and it will be 
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shown that I have thence obtained a singular verifi- 
cation of the date.of the philosophical introduction 
of the Egyptian year and Canicular Cycle, and of 
the observations on which these were based, as 
delineated on the golden circle. But first let me 
produce, both with a view to it, and in corrobo- 
ration of what has been advanced, an incidental 
statement of the late Professor Robison, which has 
already been alluded to, as recognizing the know- 
ledge of the true year by the ancient Chaldeans 
and Egyptians. ‘It is now very certain,” says he, 
* that the precession of the equinoxes was known 
to the astronomers of India many ages before Hip- 
parchus. It appears also that the Chaldeans had 
a pretty accurate knowledge of the year of seasons. 
From their Saros we deduce their measure of the 
year to be 365 days, 5 hours, 49 minutes, and 
11 seconds, exceeding the truth by only 26 seconds’, 
and much more exact than the year of Hipparchus. 
They had also a sidereal year of 365 days, 6 hours, 
11 minutes. Now what could occasion an attention 
to two years if they did not suppose the equinoxes 
movable? The Egyptians also had a knowledge 
of something equivalent to this: for they had dis- 
covered that the Dog-star was no longer the faithful 
forewarner of the overflowing of the Nile; and they 
combined him with the star Fomalhaset in their 
mystical calendar. This knowledge is also involved 
in the precepts of the Chinese philosophy much 
older than Hipparchus." Here then it stands con- 
fessed that they had made a considerable approaeh 


* Professor Robison seems here to have been taking the measure 
of the year at 365d. 5h. 48m. 45s., which is probably too short 
for that period, but is according to Lalande or Bailly. See above, 
p. 242, note. 
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to accuracy in regard to the length of the sidereal 
and solar years; that they estimated these respec- 
tively at nearly an equal distance from the mean 
measure of 3651 days; and that they took the 
solar to be a little nearer the Julian measure than 
it really is. Whatever was known to the astro- 
nomers of Chaldea, Egypt, or India, was known to 
them all under the dominancy and intercommuni- 
cation of the parts of the same united empire. The 
approximate measure of 3654 days had been arrived 
at ages before, and was embodied in the old Cani- 
cular Cycle by Thoth; so that what was progress 
to the Romans, namely the adoption of the Julian 
measure, was as regards Egyptian and Chaldean 
science, much like reverting to the days of Osyman- 
dyas. <A close approximation had in the interval 
been made to the discovery of the exact solar and 
sidereal years. There seems no reason to doubt 
that the Canicular Cycle, and the golden circle of 
the year placed in the tomb of Osymandyas, had 
been instrumental to this noble discovery. Nay, a 
calculation may be based on the excess of the 
difference of the solar and sidereal years, as esti- 


mated by them, over the exact truth, which may 


approximately conduct us to the very date of the 
astronomical observations on which the delineation 
of the Golden Circle was founded. From the above 
figures of Professor Robison, that difference appears 
to have been assumed by them at 21 minutes 49 
seconds a year; being one minute, thirty-two 
seconds, and about nine-tenths of a second, in 
excess of. the truth. Now this excess of their 
estimate of the annual difference of the two years 
must have arisen from wunder-estimating the number 
of years among which the aggregate divergence of 





